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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

On May 1, 1998, members and staff of the Stratton
Commission, whosework in 1969 led to the founding
of NOAA, enactment of the 1972 Coasta Zone
Management Act, and other important advances in
ocean and coastal management, met with today’s
ocean and coastal leaders. They discussed the
establishment and accomplishments of the 1960s
commission, current proposals for a new ocean
commission, changed conditions, and lessons
learned. Thisisasynopsis of that meeting.

Thirty Years Ago

Impelled by national concernfor U.S. leadershipin
science and education, and growing worries about the
condition of valuable coastad areas and living
resources, acongressionally mandated, presidentially
appointed commission assessed the nation’s stake in
the oceans and recommended ocean and coasta
policy for the United States. The commission set
priorities for federal ocean activities that continue to
guide this nation. Many of the issues that were
addressed 30 years ago remain with us today,
adthough the environmental and management
contexts have changed in dramatic ways.

The 1969 Oceans Commission Led to:

* 1972 Coastal Zone Management Act

" U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

" International Decade of Ocean
Exploration

Today’s I nfluences and Concerns

A new environmental awareness in the
nation¥sindeed, in much of the world¥ now
influences virtually all aspects of governmental
policy. Secure energy supplies have an important
place on the geopolitical agenda. Advances in

international law have extended the jurisdictions of
coastal nations 200 miles offshore for purposes of
managing resources. More generally, a remarkable
framework of international agreements is
increasingly governing international commerce as
well as environmental management.

A New Ocean Commission - An Opportunity
for the Nation

Against this backdrop, the U.S. Congress is
considering the establishment of a new commission
onthe oceans, to onceagain assesswhat isat stakeand
to recommend actions that will rejuvenate the
nation’ socean and coastal policiesand programs, and
realign them for the future. The Senate has endorsed
suchaplan, and theideaisprogressing in the House of
Representatives.

The Roundtable

Believing that areview of events leading up to the
first ocean commission, its work and its
accomplishments would inform and enrich the
present debate, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, in partnership with the
University of Delaware and the Ocean Governance
Study Group, organized a roundtable bringing
together the principals involved in the first
commission and today’ sleaders, who are developing
the proposal for anew national commission. On May
1 1998, 36 leaders from federal and state
governments, industry, environmental organizations
and academiamet to (1) discusslessonslearned from
the process of organizing and implementing the first
ocean commission; (2) discuss the 1998 proposals
and policy context and how they differ from those of
the 1960s; and (3) make recommendations
concerning the scope and implementation of a new
ocean commission.

Summary

Lessons from the Firss Ocean Commission
(1969)

Inthelate‘50sand early ‘ 60s, studiesand reportson
the oceans, in combination with concerns about
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/ Stratton Commission Roundtable Attendees \

Membersand Staff of the Stratton Commission
and Marine Sciences Council (1969)

Lewis Alexander, University of Rhode Island
John A. Knauss, University of Rhode Island
Samuel A. Lawrence, University of Maryland
Edward Wenk, Jr., University of Washington
Robert M. White, Washington Advisory Group

Roundtable Participants

Jack H. Archer, University of Massachusetts
Sephanie  Bailenson, Senate Commerce
Committee

James Baker, NOAA

Daniel J. Basta, National Ocean Service, NOAA
Charles A. Bookman,The Heinz Center

John R. Botzum, Nautilus Press, Inc.

Biliana Cicin-Sain, University of Delaware
Warner Chabot, Center for Marine Conservation,
Monterey, CA

Penny Dalton, Senate Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Oceans

Richard Delaney, University of Massachusetts,

Qoston

Sylvia Earle, SeaWeb

Tim Eichenberg, Center for Marine Conservation
Nancy Foster, National Ocean Service, NOAA
Susan Garbini, National Research Council

Linda Glover, United States Navy

Mary Hope Katsouros, The Heinz Center

Thomas Kitsos, Department of Interior

Robert W. Knecht, University of Delaware
Anthony MacDonald, Coastal States Organization
Christopher G. Mann, House Committee on
Resources

Roger McManus, Center for Marine Conservation
Barbara Jean Polo, American Oceans Campaign
John Rayfield, House Subcommittee on Fisheries,
Wildlife and Oceans

Jackie Savitz, Coast Alliance

Daniel Sayre, Island Press

Harry Scheiber, University of California, Berkeley
Robert Sewart, Nationad Ocean Industries
Association

Carolyn A. Thoroughgood, University of Delaware
John Twiss, Marine Mamma Commission

Eli Weissman, Office of U.S Representative Frank
Pallone, Jr. (NJ)

Sanley Wilson, NOAA /

science competitiveness launched by the space race
(and the associated soul searching), created political
momentum and a propitious climate to explore ocean
issues at the federal level.

Palitical champions areimportant. Interested and
committed congressional |eadersand staff pushed the
oceans cause because of their personal enthusiasm,
and not necessarily in response to a groundswell of
public opinion or at the behest of constituents. Senior
officialsin the Executive Branch of government also
devoted time and energy to oceanissues. Thisinterest
gave the Commission momentum. Its recommen-
dations were widely anticipated.

Careful selection of commission members and
staff is crucial. Those close to the process
emphasized the central importance of the selection of
commission members. The quality of the members
varied backgrounds and expertise, and especially the

exceptional talent of the commission chairman and
the dedicated staff, were largely responsible for the
COmmIission’ s SUCCEeSS.

Adequatetimeandresourcesarenecessary. Thirty
months elapsed between the approval of the
legidation for the commission and the commission’s
presentation of a final report. Participants were
doubtful that thework could have been compl eted any
sooner.

The commission should not be constrained by the
political process. A commission to study long-term
aspectsof theissuesand aMarine Sciences Council in
the Executive Office of the President to coordinate
day-to-day issues were established simultaneously as
the result of a political compromise. Nevertheless,
the council helped facilitate the commission’s work
without inhibiting or constraining it. Whether this
would bethecaseinthecurrent contextisuncertain.
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Timing of thefinal reportisafactor. Thetiming of
the commission's report was important. The
commision wasfaced with the choice of deliveringits
report to a“lame-duck” President who had supported
its work, or waiting to share it with his successor,
perhaps of adifferent political party and perhaps|ess
supportive. Either choice presented political
difficulties, which were especially thorny due to
several recommended changes in governmental
organization. Inthe end, implementation of the report
fell to the new Administration (and to the Congress)
with the Commission scoring successes with some,
although not all, of its recommendations.

The Policy Context Then and Now

Following a decade of studies and congressional
hearings, both the Congress and Administration were
ready to accept forward-looking ideas concerning the
oceans. Though no immediate crisisfaced the nation,
the perceived “science-math gap” with the Soviet
Union, along with the space race, fueled interest in
exploring and developing the oceans and their
resources.

Americans view of marineissueshaschanged. In
the 1960s, marine resources were viewed as
essentialy infinite, and efforts were made to expand
their use and accelerate development to grow the
economy. Marineresources are now understood to be
finite, even fragile. The interconnectedness of all
resources on or near the coast, and even far upstream,
has become apparent.

Growth in population and trade raise new issues.
Nowadays, the global reach of economies sparks
concern for national competitiveness in the
international arena. Moreover, among the most
profound changes has been the encroachment of
humanity on the seas. The increase in coastal
populations  stresses coastal and  marine
environments. A hopeful trend, however, is people’s
growing understanding of the resources, in part as a
result of sustained research.

The approach to managing marine resources is
changing. The traditional players¥.federal and state

governments¥shave been joined by regional and
local governments as well as by industry and the
environmental community. The States, especially, are

assuming larger roles. Intoday’ sworld, solutionsand
innovations may be devised and used by al
stakeholders, including multiple levels of
government and the private and nonprofit sectors. In
the future, management programs will increasingly
recognize the limits of the federal budget, the
constraints on states, and the power for change that
can be achieved through market forces.

The issues today are no less pressing. While the
situation today is markedly different from that of 30
years ago, national ocean policy issues are no less
pressng. What kind of governance regime is
appropriatefor our 200-mile-wide, rich and extensive
Exclusive Economic Zone? What approaches offer
the greatest promise of restoring important fisheries?
What policiesare needed to improve the management
of shorelines? Of coastal watersheds? Of ports? Of
the nation’ s offshore energy and mineral resources?
What investments are necessary to continue the
benefits to society from advances in ocean sciences?
These issues, and others like them, could be usefully
addressed inastructured review of current U.S. ocean
and coastal policies.

Findings and Questions Concer ning
a New Ocean Commission

The following findings and questions for a new
national ocean and coastal policy review have been
gleaned from the papers, presentations and
discussions at the roundtable:

- The commission needs a broad mandate, and
should be independent

- The quality of the membership of the Stratton
Commission had much to do with its
effectiveness. Will the commission appoi ntment
process set out in the recently mandated Oceans
Act result in top-caliber participants in the
commission?

- The Stratton Commission chose not to address
policy issues related to national security and
marine transportation. If these topics are
incorporated into the dlate of ocean and coastal
issues, how will they affect a new commission?

- A mechanism or set of arrangementsisneeded that
will encourage and facilitate federal agenciesto
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support the work of the commission without
inhibiting or constraining it.

- It will be very important to obtain and maintain the
interest and support of the White House and the
Congress, and to energize the public during the
Commission’ stenure. Once the commission issues
its report, it will be especialy important to make
surethat itswork remainson the agenda, and that its
recommendations are given serious attention in
both the Executive Branch and Congress.

The commission will need to undertake a
comprehensive analysisof federal ocean programs,
e.g., relevant trends, performance indicators, and
organizational issues.

Continuing and Building
the National Dialogue

What is the National Dialogue? The Stratton
Roundtable was one of several 1998 “Year of the
Ocean” eventsto focus national attention on the need
to address U.S. ocean policies and programs in the
next century.

As a critical element of its mission to enhance
coastal stewardship, NOAA’s Nationa Ocean
Service plansto provide opportunitiesfor an ongoing
“National Dialogue” concerning ocean and coastal
policy. NOAA, together with its fellow stewards,
seeks to explore all of the issues with all interested
parties. A national dialogue can characterize the
issues and trends, and can engage the interested
public in discussions concerning their perceptions of
priorities and approaches to solutions.

Milestonestoward a National Dialogue on Ocean
and Coastal Policy. Recent milestones include the
Year of the Ocean Discussion Papers, federal ocean
agencies report, February 1998; Our Ocean Future,
report of The Heinz Center, May 1998; the Stratton
Roundtable, Washington, DC, May 1998; and the
National Oceans Conference, Monterey, CA, June
1998.

Upcoming National Mesetings. Two upcoming
meetings will address major environmental,
economic and other trends that have shaped oceans
and coasts activities and policies over the past
generation, and that are forecast to do sointhefuture.

The meetings will be held in Washington, DC in
September 1998, and Berkeley, CA in October 1998.
For information, contact R.W. Knecht or B. Cicin-
Sain, phone (302) 831-8086; fax (302) 831-3668.

NOAA invites you to co-host a National Dialogue
workshop. Beginning in the fall of 1998, NOAA
plansto pursue the National Dialoguein a structured
workshop format, and is actively seeking partners to
engage in the process. To co-host anational dialogue
workshop with NOAA, contact Dr. Nancy Foster,
National Ocean Service, 1305 East West Hwy., 13th
Fl., Silver Spring, MD 20910; phone (301) 713-3074,
ext. 154; fax (301) 713-4269.

p

Check out NOAA’s
State of the Coast Report
http:/state-of-coast.noaa.gov

NOAA'’s State of the Coast Report,
an interactive Web site on coastal
issues, is an important supporting
element of the National Dialogue. It
provides a powerful capability to
sharethelatest information on coastal
and ocean trends. The on-line report
also will be used to post results from
national dialogue meetings, and to
continuediscussionsusing interactive

\information technology.
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Drawing Lessons from the Work of the Commission
on Marine Science, Engineering and Resources (1969)

Friday, May 1, 1998
Hay-AdamsHotel. Washington, D.C.

Organized by the Center for the Study of Marine Policy, the National
Ocean Service, NOAA and the Ocean Governance Study Group,
in collaboration with other governmental and non-governmental partners

ROUNDTABLE PURPOSE

The Roundtable will focus on the lessons learned in the Stratton Commission’s review of national ocean policy
which was conducted between 1966 and 1969—the last time a comprehensive examination of ocean and coastal
activitiesand policy took place. Former members of the Commission and its staff and other inviteeswill review and
assesstheway inwhich the Commission conducted itswork and the outcomes achieved with aview toward providing
recommendations for the (expected) new ocean policy commission and for other efforts at national ocean policy
assessment.

To promote informal discussion, the Roundtable will involve only about 20 participants. To facilitate the
dissemination of the“lessonslearned” from the Roundtabl e, two productswill be prepared: 1) acompendium of short
papers reflecting the perspectives of Commission participants, staff, and observers, and 2) a short video based on
interviews with the former members and staff of the Stratton Commission.

ROUNDTABLE AGENDA

8:45 d Participantsin the Stratton Commission Process
O Coffeein the John Hay Room. John.A. Knauss, Chair, Panel on Environmental
Monitoring and on Management and
Development of the Coastal Zone

9:00-9:10 Robert M. White, Chair, Panel on Marine Science
O Welcome and introductions. Edward Wenk, Jr., Director, Marine Sciences
Background and goals of the meeting Council
Robert W. Knecht, University of Delaware Samuel A. Lawrence, Stratton Commission
Staff Director
o Lewis M. Alexander, Stratton Commission
9:10-9:15 Deputy Staff Director
U Welcome on behalf of NOAA
Sally J. Yozell, Deputy Assistant Secretary 10:30-10:45

for Oceans and Atmosphere O Coffee break

9:15-10:30 10:45-11:15
U The Stratton Commission: Its Work, Outcomes, O A Historical Analysis of the Role, Function, and
and Significance: General Reflections of the Impact of the Stratton Commission
Participants Harry Scheiber, University of California,
Moderator, Biliana Cicin-Sain, Berkeley, School of Law

Ocean Governance Study Group




11:15-11:30

The Stratton Commission: Then and Now
Mary Hope Katsouros, Heinz Center

11:30-12:00

Comments and Discussion by Roundtable Participants

12:00-1:00
Luncheon, John Hay Room

1:00-2:00

The Stratton Commission: What Worked Well,
What Worked Less Well?

General discussion

Moderator: Thomas R. Kitsos, Minerals Management
Service, formerly with Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee

* Preparatory work (if any)

 Appointments to the Commission

 Staffing

* |ssue selection

* Panel structure

* Field hearings

* “Lessons’ that can be applied to anew commission

2:00-2:30

The Changed Context of the Late 1990s: Forces

that Have Affected and Will Affect National Ocean
Policy

Moderator: Jack H. Archer, University of Massachusetts

2:30-2:45

Ocean Policy Issues Today: Outcomes of the 1998
Heinz Center Workshops
Charles A. Bookman, Heinz Center

2:45-3:15

The Vision for the Oceans Act of 1998
Moderator Nancy Foster, Director, National Ocean
Service, NOAA

Penny Dalton, Senate Commerce Committee

John Rayfield, House Resources Committee

Chris Mann, House Resources Committee

And other staff members of the relevant committees

Comments:

Robert Sewart, National Ocean Industries Association
Roger McManus, Center for Marine Conservation
Anthony McDonald, Coastal States Organization

Jack Botzum, Nautilus Press

3:15-3:30
Coffee break

3:30-4:30

Recommendations for anew National Ocean Policy
Commission
Moderator: Richard Delaney, Urban Harbors Institute

Dr. Knauss, Dr. White, Dr. Wenk, Dr. Alexander and
Dr. Lawrence
Comments by other Roundtable Participants

Some questions for discussion: -
Are there some types of preparatory work that could
help a new commission get off to a quicker start?-

How can a commission benefit from access to the
resources of the federal government and still conduct
an independent assessment?

Issome kind of afederal (or national) ocean policy
council needed to work with the commission or
should this await the commission’ s recommendations?

At what stage is public reaction to acommission’s
work most helpful—at the early formative (input) stage

or later when the commission’s thinking becomes more
concrete?

4:45-5:00
Concluding Comments by Roundtable Participants
Moderator, Robert W. Knecht, University of Delaware
5:00

Social Hour, Federal Suite

(hosted by Dean Carolyn A. Thoroughgood,
Graduate College of Marine Studies and Director,
Delaware Sea Grant College Program)

5:00-6:00

Personal video interviews of Stratton Commission
participants and analysts
(organized by Dan Basta, NOAA/NQOS)

Vi
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SETTING THE STAGE: THEN AND NOW

® Robert W. Knecht , Biliana Cicin-Sain~ and Nancy Foster @

" Center for the Study of Marine Policy, University of Delaware
National Ocean Service, NOAA

The United States has the largest and probably
richest 200-mile ocean zone (formally the Exclusive
Economic Zone) of any nation in the world. Great
fisheries lie off New England, the Pacific Northwest
and Alaska, and in the Gulf of Mexico; large offshore
oil and gasdepositsexistinthe Gulf and off California
and Alaska; stunningly beautiful beaches line
virtually al of our shores. And, 95% of the trade that
keepsour nation prosperousis carried on those oceans
through great ports like New Y ork-New Jersey, Los
Angeles-Long Beach and Houston and New Orleans.

Y et, for the most part, we have not donewell by our
oceans. We have used them as sewers only stopping
the practice when the consequences became
intolerable. We have seen many of our fish stocksfall
to disastrously low levels both because too many of
us want to fish and because we carelessly destroy the
coastal habitats upon which these valuable resources
depend. And, we have seen the national program to
explore and develop offshore hydrocarbon deposits
reach virtua stalematein many regions of the country
due to intergovernmental conflicts over policy and
practice.

But there are some bright spots. Thirty-two years
ago, the Congress enacted legidlation that focused
unprecedented attention on our coasts and oceansand
led to the establishment of both a vice president-led
Marine Sciences Council and the blue ribbon Stratton
Commission and led to the semina report of that
commission in 1969 - Our Nation and the Sea. This
meeting was prompted by the fact that smilar
legislation is pending in Congress today and again it
offersthe prospect of focusing high level attention on
the oceans and their value to the American people.

We have, of course, seen many changes since the
mid-1960s. The Stratton Commission’s good work
led directly to the establishment of the nation’s ocean
agency - NOAA - and to the enactment of innovative

coastal zone management legislation. In addition, the
decade following the Stratton Commission’s report
saw a great many new ocean and coastal programs
enacted into law - programs dealing with marine
mammals, ports and harbors, water quality, marine
sanctuaries, ocean dumping, fisheries, offshore ail
and gas, and onand on. And, asubstantial increasein
the interest and capacity of the coastal states and
territoriesto deal with coastal and, increasingly, ocean
issues was dimulated by this spate of ocean
legislation.

The latter half of the 30-year period since Stratton
has seen acorresponding burst of activity at theglobal
level. Growing concern, especiadly in scientific
circles, about two emerging problems - the prospect
that mankind’ sactivitieswere beginningto changethe
world's climate and, as well, dangerously accelerate
the loss of species and biological diversity, coupled
with the realization that many of our societies were
living unsustainably, |ed to another seminal event - the
United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (the Earth Summit) held in Rio de
Janeiro in 1992. Like the decade of the 1970s
domesticaly, the decade of the 1990s has seen
international agreements on climate change and
biodiversity, it has seen a comprehensive Law of the
SeaConventionfinally enter into force, and it has seen
substantial international programsdevel oped that deal
with integrated coastal management, land-based
sources of marine pollution, and with the protection
and sustainable use of coral reefs.

1998 is a far different time than 1968. The issues
of Sputnik and the science-math gap with the USSR
which catalized the earlier inquiry have been replaced
by issues of international competitiveness,
globalization of world trade, north-south relations,
climate change, and loss of biodiversity. But the
oceans are related to these new issues asthey wereto
the older ones. How we organize to deal with them
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and the national goals and policies that we set remain
of critical importance to the nation.

The“Y ear of the Ocean” offersasplendid platform
for beginning the new review. The set of issue papers
produced by federal agencies, the Heinz Center
process, and the National Ocean Conference all help
set the stage.

The present meeting - the Stratton Roundtable - and
the follow-on dialogues that are planned for the fall
and beyond, are the result of collaboration between a
scholarly group concerned, since its establishment in
1991, with improved ocean governance - the Ocean
Governance Study Group, an academic institution
long involved with ocean policy in the United States
and close enough to try to do something about it - the
Center for the Study of Marine Policy, Graduate
College of Marine Studies, University of Delaware,
and a government agency interested in enhancing its
effectiveness as a coastal and ocean steward -the
National Ocean Service of NOAA. Of course, we
hope that these activities will aso contribute to the
“Year of the Ocean” and to setting the stage.

What remains, of course, isfor agood Oceans Act
to be passed and awell-qualified, well-supported, and
well-led ocean policy commission to be put in place.
We ook forward to that development.

Organization of this Volume

The Stratton Roundtable, convened on May 1, 1998,
isthefirst of aseries of Dialoguesin National Ocean
Policy to be held in 1998-1999 on important national
ocean palicy issues. The Roundtable brings together
a number of former members of the Stratton
Commission and its staff, aswell as participants from
the Congress, Administration, state governments,
industry, environmental interests, and academia to
discuss what lessons can be learned from the Stratton
Commission which may be applicable to a future
ocean policy commission.

In this volume may be found, first, a series of
reflections on the work of the Stratton Commission
and its significance, followed by a number of
contributions which anayze current chalenges in
ocean policy, describe changes which have taken
place since the 1960s, and highlight future trends
which will affect ocean policy in the next century.
V arious appendices describe the current ocean policy
bills, the process of conducting the Dialogues on
National Ocean Policy, aswell asfuture dialogues on
ocean policy changes and future trends, and provide
information on Roundtable participants and on the
Ocean Governance Study Group.
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BACKGROUND ON THE STRATTON COMMISSION

® RosemarieHinkel @

Center for the Study of Marine Policy
Graduate College of Marine Science
University of Delaware

I ntroduction

The United Nations has designated 1998 as the
International Y ear of the Ocean, focusing attention on
ocean governance worldwide. In the United States,
severd initiatives in the realm of ocean governance
are being considered by Congress. Three similar
bills, S.1213, H.R. 2547, and H.R. 3445 have been
introduced as “Oceans Acts.” S.1213 has passed in
the Senate, while H.R. 2547 and H.R. 3445 are
pending in the House. The purpose of the Actsisto
develop acoordinated and comprehensive ocean and
coastal policy for the nation. One of the salient
similarities of these billsisthat each one callsfor the
creation of a Commission on Ocean Policy.

The Commission is to report to the President and
the Congress on acomprehensive national ocean and
coastal policy. The Commissionwould undertakethe
following activities as a means of developing the
findings and recommendations of its report:

1. review and suggest any necessary modification
to United States laws, regulations, and practices
necessary to define and implement such policy,
consistent with the obligations of the United States
under international law;

2. assess the condition and adequacy of investment
in existing and planned facilities and equipment
associated with ocean and coastal activities
including human resources, vessels, computers,
satellites, and other appropriate technologies and
platforms;

3. review existing and planned ocean and coastal
activities of Federal agencies and departments,
assess the contribution of such activities to
development of an integrated long-range program

for oceanography, ocean and coastal resource
management, and protection of the marine
environment, and identify any such activities in
need of reform to improve efficiency and
effectiveness;

4. examine and suggest mechanisms to address the
interrelationships among ocean and coastal
activities, the legal and regulatory framework in
which they occur, and their interconnected and
cumul ative effects on the marine environment, and
identify any such activities in need of reform to
improve efficiency and effectiveness;

5. review the known and anticipated demands for
ocean and coastal resources, including and
examination of opportunities and limitations with
respect to the use of ocean and coastal resources
within the exclusive economic zone, projected
impacts in coastal areas, and the adequacy of
existing efforts to manage such use and minimize
user conflicts;

6. evaluate relationships among Federal, State, and
local governments and the private sector for
planning and carrying out ocean and coastal
activitiesand address the most appropriatedivision
of responsibility for such activities;

7. identify new opportunities for the devel opment
of or investment in new products, technologies, or
markets that could contribute to the objectives of
[the Oceans] Act;

8. consider the relationship of the ocean and coastal
policy of the United States to the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea and other
international agreements, and actions available to
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the United States to effect collaboration between
the United States and other nations, including the
devel opment of cooperativeinternational programs
for oceanography, protection of the marine
environment, and ocean and coastal resource
management; and

9. engage in any other preparatory work deemed
necessary to carry out the duties of the Commission
(5.1213).

The OceansAct providesasignificant opportunity to
analyze and enhance national ocean and coastal policy.
Given the central role a Commission on Ocean Policy
will play in this reexamination, it seems fitting to
review the work and accomplishments of thefirst such
commission, the Commission on Marine Science,
Engineering, and Resources, the so-called Stratton
Commission. The work of the Stratton Commission,
which was completed in 1969, was the first
comprehensive examination of U.S. ocean policy ever
conducted. This paper will review historica factors
contributing to the creation of the Stratton
Commission, the purpose of the Commission,
appointments to the Commission, issue selection and
panel structure, the work of the Commission, and
products and outcomes of the Commission.

Historical Factors Leading to the Creation
of the Stratton Commission

The historical spark that catalyzed the chain of
events culminating in the creation of the Stratton
Commission occurred on October 4, 1957 when the
Soviet Union successfully launched “Sputnik” into
space. This development left the United States
struggling to understand why itsown space program
lagged behind the Soviets as well as scrambling to
find afrontier on which to compete with the Soviets.
U.S. science and math education received agreat deal
of scrutiny and much of theblamefor thetroublewith
the space program. In March, 1959, President
Eisenhower established the Federal Council for
Science and Technology (FCST) with Executive
Order 10807. The Council was created to enhance
science and technology planning, to foster greater
cooperation between federal agencies, and to advise
the President regarding federal programs that had
impactsupon multiplefederal agencies(Abel, 1981).

In 1959, the National Academy of Sciences
published a timely report, Oceanography 1960-1970.
Thisreport delineated aset of national aims, elucidated
methods by which to achievethese aims, and advanced
a set of goas for the near future (Abel, 1981).
Furthermore, the Academy’s report called for a
significant increase in federal support for marine
sciences (Knecht, Cicin-Sain and Archer, 1988). The
National Academy of Sciences Committee on
Oceanography (NASCO) was subsequently asked to
give a specia briefing to the FCST. U.S. policy
seemingly found its“new frontier,” and oceanography
was one of the first issue areas addressed by the FCST
(Abel, 1981).

In response to the recommendations put forth by the
NASCO, the FCST formally created the Interagency
Committee on Oceanography (ICO) and incorporated
it into its structure on January 22, 1960. The ICO has
been identified as significant for a variety of reasons.
The ICO symbolized an innovative method of federal
administration. It also presented the FCST with a
vehicle through  which to address Congress.
Furthermore, the I1CO dimulated significant
interaction between academic institutions and federal
agencies. The ICO was longer lived than al of its
antecedents and is generally considered to have
heralded the beginning of the U.S. “National Ocean
Policy Program (Abel, 1981).”

In the mid-1960s, two Congressional initiatives
regarding ocean policy were put forth. In 1965,
Senator Magnuson introduced S.944, calling for the
establishment of a national oceanographic council at
the cabinet level. Alsoin 1965, Representative Rogers
introduced H.R.9064, calling for the creation of a
National Commission of Oceanography to examinethe
capacity for a top-rank national oceanographic
program. These initiatives coalesced on May 24, 1966
when the Senate and the House agreed on the Marine
Resources and Engineering Devel opment Act of 1966.
This Act created a cabinet-level council (National
Council of Marine Resources and Engineering
Development), as per the Magnuson initiative, but
stipulated that it would be temporary. The Act also
established a commission (Commission on Marine
Sciences, Engineering, and Resources (COMSER)) to
guarantee continued high-level review of the ocean
program. Thisunprecedented legidation (P.L.89-454)
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was signed by President Johnson on June 17, 1966
(Abel, 1981).

The Mission of COMSER

The new Commission was assigned agreat deal of
responsibility. The task with which COMSER was
charged was four-fold. The Commission was:

..asked to examine the nation's stake in
development, utilization, and preservation of our
marine environment; review al current and
contemplated marine activities, and to assess their
adequaciesto achievethe national goalsset forthin
the act; and on the basis of its studies and
assessments, to formulate a comprehensive, long-
term national program for our marine affairs
designed to meet present and future national needs
in the most effective possible manner...And,
finaly,...to recommend a plan of government
organization best adapted to the support of the
program and to indicate the expected costs
(COMSER, 1969).

Appointments to the Commission

The Marine Resources and Engineering
Development Act called for aCommission appointed
by the President of 15 membersfrom federal and state
governments, industry and academia, augmented by
four congressional advisors. Thebusinessof actually
preparing thelist of nomineesfor COM SERfell to the
Secretariat of the National Council of Marine
Resources and  Engineering  Development.
Membership was to involve represen- tatives of
industrial applications of the sea, academic
disciplinesincluding economics, law, foreign affairs,
science, engineering, and geography (Wenk, 1972).
By October, 1966, the Council had completed the
nomination process and submitted itslist to the White
House. After a few changes were made to the list,
President Johnson approved the nominees in
December, 1966; the appointments were announced
by theWhiteHouseon January 9, 1967 (Wenk, 1972.)
Dr. Julius Stratton was appointed Chairman of the
Commission. A former president of the
Massachusetts Ingtitute of Technology, Dr. Stratton
was serving asthe Chairman of the Board of the Ford
Foundation at the time of his appointment to the

Commission. Samuel Lawrence of the Office of
Management and Budget became the Staff Director
for the Commission, and Harold Goodwin of the Sea
Grant Program served as Chief Editor of the
COMSER report (Abel, 1981). A complete list of
Commission members may be found in Appendix 1.

| ssue Selection and Panel Structure

Except for the question of government
reorganization, which the Commission chose to
approach as a committee of the whole, the Stratton
Commission began its work by dividing itself into
working panels. Designed to cover the major issues
facing ocean management at that time, seven panels
were established. Theissue areaswere basic science;
environmental monitoring and management, and
development of the coastal zone, manpower,
education, and training; industry and private
investment; marine engineering and technology;
marine resources, and international matters. Each
panel was comprised of an Executive Secretary and
two to four Commissioners. Panel members may be
found in Appendix 2. The panels functioned as the
principal vehicle for evaluating the status of marine
affairs in their respective areas. The panels also
recognized specific problems and opportunities
relevant to their issue areas and recommended
measures to be taken (COMSER, 1969).

The Work

Each panel held hearings across the country and
most panels heard testimony from more than 100
witnesses representing federal and state government,
research institutions and industry. Furthermore, each
panel contacted hundreds of individuals through
corres-pondence and interviews (COMSER, 1969).
Asawhole, the Commission’s fact-finding hearings
included morethan 1,000 people. Thescopeand pace
of thework soon exceeded the capacity of the original
staff. The Marine Sciences Council initialy
underwrote transfers of limited funds in order to
provide the Commission with alarger staff. Samuel
Lawrence managed to augment the Commission’s

original staff beyond the extent of direct
congressional  appropriations by  borrowing

individuals from government agencies. The
Commission’s staff eventually reached 35, triple the
initial alocation of the Budget Bureau (Wenk, 1972).
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After the hearings and interviews, the panels
conducted primary evaluations of their issue areas
and developed material to be presented to the full
Commission. Contractors and consultants also
prepared reports and materials for the consideration
of the Commission. Thefull Commission held atotal
of 19 meetings, each lasting from two to four days.
After nearly two years, COMSER produced its final
report. Thefour volume report, titled Our Nation and
the Sea, was published in January, 1969 (COM SER,
1969; Abel, 1981).

Outcomes and I mpacts

“Our Nation and the Sea” emphasized three main
issues that confronted U.S. efforts to effectively
utilizeocean resources. Thefirst of thesewastheidea
of the ocean as a “new frontier” for resource
development.  Second, the report recognized
emerging threats to the coastal environment from
overexploitation and pollution. Third, and most
noticeably, the report presented a detailed plan to
reorganize Federal ocean and coastal programs.
While Our Nation and the Sea made hundreds of
recommendations, the third section of the report,
“Management of the Coastal Zone,” received the
most attention. In this chapter, the Commission
advised the creation of a new, independent agency to
coordinate  marine-related  activities. The
Commission proposed that the new agency be
comprised of the U.S Coast Guard, the
Environmental Science Service Administration, the
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, the National Sea
Grant Program, the U.S. Lake Survey, and the
National Oceanographic Data Center. Despite
opposition from several cabinet-level departments,
the idea of a new ocean agency was advanced by
President Nixon in his Reorganization Plan Number
Four. Sent to Congress in July, 1970, the plan
proposed the establishment of aNational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration. Nixon's plan differed
from the Commission’s recommendations in three
fundamental areas. First, the plan placed NOAA in
the Commerce Department, thus ignoring the
Commission’s recommendation that the agency be
granted independent status. Second, the Coast Guard
was not included. Third, functions centering around
marine technology were not conferred to the new
agency (Bowen, 1981). The Stratton Commission
also recommended the establishment of a national
coastal zone management program. The Federa

Coastal Zone Management Act was passed in 1972,
and remains the basis of Federal and state policy
coordination in the coastal zone.

Many of the factors and pressures that led to the
work of the Stratton Commission are still extant
today. Population pressure, pollution, and
overexploitation of resourcesarestill prevalent issues
in the ream of coastal management. The nation
continues to lack an overarching National Ocean
Policy. The “general disarray” of Federal ocean
management has been complicated by the
introduction of multiple, sectoral acts, such as the
Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act Amendments, the
Magnuson Act, and many others. The Stratton
Commission was the first commission to
comprehensively review the status of U.S. ocean
policy. In the 30 years that have passed since the
Stratton Commission reported on its findings, the
political, economic, social, and regulatory contextsin
the U.S. have changed significantly. Given the
attention focused on marine issues due to the
International Y ear of the Ocean anew examination of
the status of U.S. ocean policy is both timely and

appropriate.
Literature Cited

Abel, Robert. “ TheHistory of theUnited StatesOcean
Policy Program.” In Hoole, Francis, Robert Friedheim,
and Timothy Hennessey, eds.Making Ocean Policy: The
Palitics of Government Organization and Management.
1981.

Bowen, Rabert. “ The Magjor United States Federa
Government Marine Organization Proposals.” In Hoole,
Francis, Robert Friedheim, and Timothy Hennessey,
eds. Making Ocean Policy: The Palitics of Government
Organization and Management. 1981.

Commission on Marine Science, Engineering, and
Resources. Our Nation and the Sea: A Plan for National
Action. Washington, D.C.: United States Government
Printing Office, 1969.

Knecht, Robert W., Biliana Cicin-Sain, and Jack
Archer. “National Ocean Policy: A Window of
Opportunity.” Ocean Development and International
Law (19) (1988): 113-142.

Wenk, Edward Jr. The Politics of the Oceans. Seattle,
WA: University of Washington Press, 1972.




THE STRATTON ROUNDTABLE
May 1, 1998. Washington, D.C.

Appendix 1

Membersof the Stratton Commission

Chairman:

Julius A. Stratton
Chairman

The Ford Foundation

Vice Chairman:

Richard A. Geyer

Head

Department of Oceanography
Texas A&M University

David A. Adams
Commissioner of Fisheries
NC Department of Conservation and Development

Carl A. Auerbach
Professor of Law
University of Minnesota

CharlesF. Baird
Under Secretary of the Navy

Jacob Blaustein
Director
Standard Oil Company (Indiana)

James A. Crutchfield
Professor of Economics
University of Washington

Frank C. DiLuzio

Assistant Secretary

Water Pollution Control

U.S. Department of the Interior

Leon Jawor ski
Attorney
Fulbright, Crooker, Freeman, Bates and Jaworski

John A. Knauss

Dean

Graduate School of Oceanography
University of Rhode Island

John H. Perry, Jr.
President
Perry Publications, Inc.

Taylor A. Pryor
President
The Oceanic Foundation

George E. Reedy
President
Struthers Research and Devel opment Corporation

George H. Sullivan, M.D.
Consulting Scientist
General Electric Reentry Systems

Robert M. White

Administrator

Environmenta Science Services Administration
U.S. Department of Commerce

Congressional Advisors:
Norris Cotton
U.S. Senator

Warren G. Magnuson
U.S. Senator

Alton A. Lennon
U.S. Representative

Charles A. Mosher
U.S. Representative

Staff

Executive Director:
Samuel A. Lawrence

Deputy Director:
Lewis M. Alexander

Assistant Director, Organization and
M anagement:
Clifford L. Berg

John P. Albers
William S. Bellar
David S Browning
Lincoln D. Cathers
Timothy J. Coleman
John J. Dermody
Robertson P. Dinsmore
Kenneth H. Drummond
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Andrew G. Fell, Jr.
Harold L. Goodwin
Amor L. Lane

H. Crane Miller
Homes S. Moore
Sheila A. Mulvihill
Merlyn E. Natto

Leon S. Pocinki
Suart A. Ross

Carl E. Rudiger
William J. Ruhe
Carleton Rutledge, Jr.
Robert J. Shephard

R. Lawrence Shideman ||

Supporting Staff:
William L. Banks
Margaret R. Bickford
Lois A. Brooks
Josephine V. Haley
Louise A. Jones
Linda J. Kuebler
Helen 1. Mehl

Jean H. Peterson
Emily G. Reeves
Joanne M. Schirk

Appendix 2

Member ship of the Commission’sWorking
Panels

Panel on Basic Science
Robert M. White, Chairman
John A. Knauss

Panel on Environmental Monitoring and on
Management and Development of the Coastal
Zone

John A. Knauss, Chairman

Frank C. DiLuzio

Leon Jawor ski

Robert M. White

Panel on Manpower, Education, and Training
Julius A. Stratton, Chairman
Richard A. Geyer
David A. Adams

Panel on Industry and Private | nvestment
Richard A. Geyer, Chairman
CharlesF. Baird

Taylor A. Pryor
George H. Sullivan

Panel on Marine Engineering and Technology
John H. Perry, Jr., Chairman
CharlesF. Baird
Taylor A. Pryor
George H. Sullivan

Panel on M arine Resour ces
James A. Crutchfield, Chairman
David A. Adams

I nternational Panel
Carl A. Auerbach, Chairman
Jacob Blaustein
Leon Jawor ski
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| HE ORIGINS OF THE STRATTON COMMISSION

® John A.Knauss <

Chair, Panel on Environmental Monitoring and on Management and Development of the Coastal Zone,
Stratton Comission, and former NOAA Administrator

The Stratton Commission report of January, 1969
was the culmination of an effort that began almost
exactly ten years earlier with the February, 1959
publication of the NASCO report, Oceanography
1960-1970. NASCO was the 10 member National
Academy of Science’s Committee on Oceanography,
chaired by the Cal Tech geochemist Harrison Brown
whose members included Maurice Ewing, Columbus
Iselin and Roger Revelle, the directors of the three
major oceanographic institutions, Lamont, Woods
Hole and Scripps.

The timing was propitious. NASCO was formed in
November, 1957, one month after the launch of the
first Russian satellite, which served as awake-up call
for the need for a more aggressive US science policy
and the needs of US science. President Eisenhower
established the position of President's Science
Adviser and appointed MIT president, James R.
Killian to the post. The NSF budget doubled in two
years.

However, evenin propitioustimesAcademy reports
can gather dust. Harrison Brown and his colleagues,
presumably with the blessing of NAS president
Detlev Bronk, took itsreport to Congress. They were
well received. Members of Congress and their staffs
were flown by the Navy to Lubec, Maine for the
annual summer meeting of NASCO at the welcoming
home of its most astute political member, Sumner
Pike, a banker and former member of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Ed Wenk, whose book The Palitics of the Ocean
coversthis period, describes in some detail the effect
of the NASCO report. Regular calls were made on
Capitol Hill by Brown and other NASCO members.
Hearings were held and resol utions on theimportance
of oceanography were passed with near unanimity.
Next came legidation. One authorized the Coast and
Geodetic Survey to conduct activities beyond the

narrow coastal areait had been limited to for the first
century of itsexistence. Another gavethe Coast Guard
explicit authority to conduct oceanographic research.

And in duetime both the House and the Senate took
up the question of how the Administration was
organized to meet the challenges of the NASCO
report. Whether in response to NASCO, or as part of
the general upgrading of science after Sputnik, the
Eisenhower Administration had taken its informal,
but effective, Coordinating Committee on
Oceanography and renamed it the I ntergovernmental
Committee on Oceanography (1CO), upgraded the
level of the membership, and formalized its status
under the new (Sputnik generated) Federal Council
for Science and Technology (FCST). Membership
was now at the level of the heads of the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries and the Coast and Geodetic
Survey and Assistant Secretary of Navy for Rand D.
Effective as the new ICO might be, it did not satisfy
the new ocean buffsin Congress.

However, Congress had difficulty at first in
deciding what they did want, and the Administration
(Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson), as might be
expected, was not enthusiastic about Congresstelling
it how to organize itself. After some false starts, the
Senate led by Washington’ s Warren Magnuson, chair
of the Commerce Committee, decided what was
needed was a high level Council consisting of the
Secretaries and heads of those departments and
independent agencies with significant ocean
responsihilities. The House (in part, at least, because
of concern that the Administration might veto such a
bill because it told the Administration how it should
get its act together) pushed for an independent
commission to review the situation and report back to
the President and Congress.

Neither was prepared to give, and in due time, of
course, we got both. I'n June of 1966 Congress passed,
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and President Johnson signed, PL 89-54, the Marine
Resources and Engineering Development Act,
edtablishing the cabinet-level National Council on
Marine Resources and Engineering Development
chaired by the Vice President and the Commission on
Marine Science, Engineering and Resources, the latter
to be forever known after its chair, Jay Stratton,
former president of MIT and, at that time, chairman
of the Ford Foundation. Included in the compromise
was the agreement that the Council would go out of
business 120 days after the Commission submitted its
report to the President and to Congress. Implicit inthe
legislation wastheassumptionthat if the Commission
thought that the Cabinet-level council was the
preferred way to organize marine affairs within the
administration, and so recommended, Congress
would then pass legidation making the Council
permanent.

Asmight beguessed, there was not much enthusiasm
within the various parts of government for this
legislation. Apparently, there were no supporters
within the administration, and the Navy, in particular,
was very much opposed. Wenk relates the following
anecdote, which he was able to verify, for at |east one
reason President Johnson signed rather than vetoed the
bill. He and M agnuson had been close colleaguesin the
Senate, and Johnson had been best man at the
Magnuson wedding. While the bill was sitting on the
President’ sdesk, Mrs. Magnuson queried the President
at a White House reception as to whether he would
scuttle a bill that her husband had worked so hard on,
to which the President is reported to have replied,
“Honey, for you I'll signiit.”

In the seven years since the submission of the
original NASCO report Congress had expanded its
vison. The NASCO report, of course, was about
oceanography, however, broadly that term may be
defined, and Public Law 89-54 placesheavy emphasis
on marine science, but the mandate of both Council
and Commission included not only oceanography, but
marine resources and engineering and the
management of those resources. Most importantly,
the Commission was given the politically charged
task, “ Recommend a Governmental organization plan
with estimated cost."

It was Jay Stratton's genius that ingsted that
NASCO not take up that issue until we had broadly

reviewed the field of marine affairs and the
government’ srole. The military use of the ocean was
not part of the Commission's mandate and the
Commission made a conscious decison to ignore
marine transportation, even more a political morass
then than now. Withthose exceptionsthe Commission
interpreted its charge broadly, as can be seen in the
forward to its report, Our Nation and the Seg;

“Firgt, the Commission was asked to examinethe
Nation's stake in the development, utilization, and
preservation of our marine environment.

“Second, we were to review al current and
contemplated marine activities and to assess their
adequacy to achieve the national goals set forth in
the act.

“Third, on the basis of its studies and assessment,
the Commission wasto formul ate acomprehensive,
long-term, national program for marine affairs
designed to meet present and future national needs
in the most effective possible manner.

“And finally, we were requested to recommend a
plan of Government organi zati on best adapted to the
support of the program and its expected costs.”

The Commission recommended the formation of
NOAA as an independent agency. NOAA, of course,
wasestablished, but not asan independent agency, nor
did it contain al of the pieces recommended by the
Stratton Commission. The Coast Guard remained in
the newly formed Department of Transportation.

The birth of NOAA did not come easlly. Just as
many reportsfrom the National Academy gather dust,
the recommendations of many Presdential
Commissions are ignored. The Stratton Commission
report faced an additional challenge. The report was
the product of a commission appointed by a
Demaocratic president, but it wasleft to hisRepublican
successor to implement.

What saved the Commission’s recommendations
for aNOAA was Congress. There appeared to be no
particular enthusiasmfor therecommendationswithin
the new Nixon administration, but the ocean partisans
of both parties in both the House and the Senate kept
up the clamor. And they picked up additiona
advocates, including Representative George Bush
from Texasand ardatively junior senator from North
Carolina, Fritz Hollings. Thelatter iswidely believed

10
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to be responsible for getting the report a respectful
hearing within the White House.

Does this history have any lessons for today?
Perhaps. First, the gestation period for the Stratton
Commission was long. It began with the NASCO
report of 1959, and it rode a wave of enthusiasm for
support of science generated by Sputnik and a true

awakening of interest in ocean matters by a group of
dedicated members of both the House and the Senate.
The Stratton Commisson was fortunate in its
leadership, and it was lucky. Its recommendations
were pushed by arelatively small group of members
from both parties and both houses of Congress who
ultimately prevailed.

11
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CREATING THE STRATTON COMMISSION—-A REPRISE

® Edward Wenk, Jr.

&

Marine Sciences Council

I ntroduction

In the 105th Congress, both the U.S. House of
Representatives and the Senate are considering bills
to usher in another Stratton Commission, born again.
That part-time advisory body became an icon among
ocean aficionados as a symbol of commitment to the
health of the nation’smarineinterests. Asauthorized
by P.L. 89-454 in 1966, the original commission was
charged with identifying what priority—measured by
funds and leadership—is this nation and its
government to give affairs of the sea. President
Johnson appointed Julius A. Stratton, former
president of MIT as chairman, thus the appellation.

Their report entitled Our Nation and the Sea was
released January 9, 1969. It set forth 120
recommendations to strengthen this nation’s stake in
the seawith policies and programsto tap the potential
of the oceans and integrate its benefits more
effectively intothelifeof the nation. The Commission
was assigned a broad set of issues, but deserves credit
especiadly for recommendations to restructure many
existing functions and bureaus into a single,
high-visbility and powerful agency. Twoyears later,
and considerably atered, their proposal led to the
creation of NOAA.

Now, thirty years later, many concerns addressed
by that Commission have reappeared. Given its
extraordinary reputation, severa bills have been
introduced to emulate the Stratton exercise: S. 1213
by Senator Hallings, H.R. 2547 and H.R. 3445 by
several members of the House. On the premise that
these will passand be signed into law, the originsand
performance of the original Commission deserve
study to identify factors that would promote future
success.

Congressional staff, NOAA, a number of
stakeholders and think tanks have studied that
proposition and with one exception would restart

Stratton-mode engines. Although carefully crafted
and compelling, these surveys suffer from three
problems, of amnesia, of myths, and of addictions.
There isamnesia about the politics of the oceans and
about advances made by presidentia leadership
assisted by an advisory Council chaired by the Vice
President and created by the same legidation. There
are romantic notions about the scale and lasting
influence of the Stratton Commission. As
anthropologist Joseph Campbell has argued, myths
preserve continuity of the human experience, but they
can excessively raise expectations. Addictions to
rhetoric of four decades ago in support of a new
initiative may inadvertently block appreciation of
major changes in the nation’ s mood to a commercia
culture and aspirations for wealth, to partisan
legislative behavior and globalization.

To add another perspective, this study focuses on
(1) The legidlative history of PL 89-454 creating the
Commission, (2) the context which is crucia to
understanding the dynamics of policy design and
implementation; and (3) the process of appointing an
outstanding cadre of Commission memberswho were
critical to the success of the Stratton Commission.
Despite Tolstoy’s injunction that “The only thing
history teaches usisthat it teaches us nothing”, there
are vital lessons to be extracted from past
achievementsthat could help reducerisk of failure. In
(4) are added personal observations toward that end.

Chronology of Key Events

The Stratton Commission provides adeep learning
experience for both branches of government even
thought its product was rejected by the President who
appointed it and by his successor. It all began on
November 10, 1957 with creation by NAS President
Detlev Bronk of a Committee on Oceanography
(NASCO) that catered many subsequent political
events. Dr. Harrison Brown was named chairman. It
was sponsored by five federa agencies, the Navy’s

13
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Hydrographic Office, its Office of Naval Research,
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, the Coast and
Geodetic Survey and the Atomic Energy Commission
that wasthen disposing of low level radioactivewaste
at sea. They collaborated with oceanographersin deep
concern over evaporation of naval research funding
after World War 1l. Their landmark report delivered
February 15, 1959 was entitled, Oceanography,
1960-1970 (1) , with five generd and twenty specific
recommendations. The primary thrust was to double
funds over ten years for basic research, applied
research, and surveys so as to nourish a relatively
feeble enterprise and equip it with modern ships and
toals.

Paradoxicaly, while Sputnik had jump started
research in almost every other field, oceanography
continued to languish and the NAS report was not
enthusiastically received by President Eisenhower’s
science advisor. Undismayed, Brown and colleagues
with street smarts had already paved the way to tickle
Congressional interest, especially of Senator Warren G.
Magnuson of Washington State who chaired the
Commerce Committee and Representative Herbert C.
Bonner from coastal North Carolina who chaired the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries.  Both
committees were likely to have jurisdiction and their
staffs had been invited to attend NAS deliberations,
especialy those held during crises.

Onthemeritsof the case by Harrison Brown, Senator
Hubert Humphrey was the first to publicize the report.
Other initiatives swiftly followed, championing
increases in funds for oceanographic research to
strengthen the nation’ s undersea defensein light of the
near-hysterical response to the Soviet surprise. That
rationale was later superseded, with ashift to concerns
over fundamental weakness in oceanographic research
capabilities and the failure to identify a broader stake
in the oceans by a nation that had been settled by sea
and neglected its heritage.

After the February 15, 1959 release of the NASCO
report, the following key eventsled to the birth of the
Stratton Commission

1959

February 17
Special Subcommittee on Oceanography created in

House MM & F and opened hearings, March 5 on the
NASCO report.

April 13

Overton Brooks, chair of House Science and
Astronautics Committee, introduced bhill for
categorical oceanographic research grantsin NSF.

June 22

Senate Resolution 136 introduced by Senator
Magnuson to strengthen oceanography based on the
NASCO report; unanimously passed

September 5

Magnuson introduced S. 2692, the Marine Sciences
and Research Act of 1960 that becamethe springboard
for sustained interest and his later bills. Coordination
of civilian research was assigned to NSF. Passed
June,1960.

1960

July 1

Brooks rel eased report prepared by the Congressional
Research Service, Ocean Sciences and Nationa
Security (2) to nail down S&A jurisdiction in
competition with MM&F. [MM&F won|. Thereport
interpreted “ National Security” broadly as more than
military and rationalized support for research asmore
than “ beating the Soviets.” Instead, it focused on such
functions as fishing, shipping, offshore oil and gas,
in addition to basic research. Based on thereport, the
Committee recommended double the NASCO
proposed increases in funding, and it drew a bead on
management weaknessesin the Executive Branch that
resulted from the frantic expansion of research after
Sputnik and fragmentation in numerous agencies. It
proposed el evating responsibility for leadership and
coordinationto thetip of thepyramid; to the President.

1961

February 9
Magnuson introduced S. 901 similar to S. 2692

February 13

Oceanographic Act of 1961 introduced by Rep.
George P. Miller, to create a Cabinet-Level Council
to help the president coordinate oceanic research.
[Ironically, this concept from CRS was |later adopted
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by the Senate but for various reasons the House
reversed its position and rejected the implementing
Council machinery.]

March 29

President Kennedy accepted proposals from his
science advisor’s office and transmitted to Congress
asharply increased add-on to oceanographicfunding,
thus taking the edge off Congressional legislation to
energize oceanography. Their focus then shifted to
issues of waste and duplication.

1962

June 18

John Dingell introduced the Oceanographic Act of
1962, H.R. 12601 to establish national policy in
marine affairs, coordinated by the Office of Science
and Technology newly created in the Executive
Office of the President.

September 27

Senate passed S. 901 with language of H.R. 12601,
then passed by the House. It was pocket vetoed by
President Kennedy when hisadvisors noted that OST
was a gaff agency and not appropriateto fulfill aline
function. Clearly, Congress was chagrined

1963

June 12

Alton Lennon introduced Oceanographic Act of
1963, H.R.6997 after negotiations with the
President’ s science advisory staff so asto overcome
objections to the one pocket vetoed

1964

March 19

At the initiative of its staff director, the president’s
Federal Council on Science and Technology sel ected
its Interagency Committee on Oceanography (1CO)
as a show case for effective coordination, and
submitted FCST's first report to Congress to
demonstrate techniques of effective coordination in
all fields of science. (3)

July 9
Magnuson introduced S.2990 to create a National
Oceanographic Council at Cabinet level, based on a

study from the newly created Science Policy
Research Division of the Congressional Research
Service.

1965

January 11
Lennon introduced H.R.2218 smilar to earlier H.R.
6997

February 1

Magnuson reintroduces bill to create Council, now S.
944. On advice from CRS, the bill focused on future
sociad benefits rather than science, mindful of
Johnson’s growing disdain for scientists because of
their vocal opposition to the Vietnam war.

June 15

Paul Rogers introduces H.R. 9064 to establish a
Nationa Commission on Oceanography. This
initiative resulted from frustration in the House that
other initiatives had failed to rally support in the
Senate, while the House rejected the concept of a
Council because the one aready mandated for Space
Affairs had seldom met; it was largely staffed by
friends of the Vice President who had been made its
chair instead of the President.

August 5
Senate passes S. 944 as amended, House passes its
verson with H.R. 9064 attached.

August 19

Senator Claiborne Pdl introduces Sea Grant
legidation to help fund research.

1966

June 17

Marine Resources and Engineering Devel opment
Act of 1966 passed by both Houses June 2 and signed
into law by President Johnson as P.L.89-454. It set
gods for a long-term, comprehensive policy for
marine affairs, and mandated leadership in the
President with advice and assistance of an interim
cabinet-level Council chaired by the Vice President.
It also created a Commission on Marine Science,
Engineering and Resources with a broad charter to
evaluate national needs and national capabilities, and
recommend appropriate governmenta structure, not
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just to enhance coordination but aso to elevate the
gtature of marine affairs among federal bodies. The
organizational medium was to be the message.

The Johnson administration did not support the bill.
Infact, hisscience advisor released areport, Effective
Use of the Sea (5) that was intended to block the
legislation. The Bureau of the Budget opposed it,
haunted by the notion of a“wet NASA” duicing into
the treasury. The Navy was quietly trying to sabotage
it with stories of a certain veto, nervous about losing
its status as the big boy on the block. With Magnuson
one of the bill’ s parents, and with his close friendship
with Johnson —Johnson was best man at his
wedding— in no way would the bill be vetoed. But
after signature, there was high uncertainty about
implementation. It could have been ignored, used to
warehouse political cronies, or taken serioudy.
Johnson adopted the latter course, mindful especialy
of Magnuson's hard work.

July 13

President Johnson ordered Vice President Hubert
Humphrey to activate the Council and deliver thefirst
annual report in six months.

August 17
Humphrey called first of monthly Council meetings.
Wenk was appointed by the Presdent as Executive
Secretary

October 15
Sea Grant Bill enacted as P.L.89-688 as a title in
P.L.89-454

October 15
Department of Transportation created by P.L. 89-670
with transfer of Coast Guard from Treasury

1967

January 9

President Johnson  appointed members  of
Commission [detail slater] Johnson asked Humphrey
to manage appointments to the Commission and this
task was delegated to the Council’s Executive
Secretary. Humphrey agreed on astrategy tofield the
strongest possible membership, widely representing
national interests and not just parochiad marine
interests.

March 9

President Johnson submitted first annua report to
Congress as required P.L.89-454. Nine initiatives
were announced on international cooperation, fish
protein concentrate, Sea Grant, new data systems,
estuarine studies, continental shelf surveys, ocean
predictions, deep-ocean technology and sub-polar
research, with 13 percent increase in funding.

1968

January 17

In a State of the Union Address, President Johnson
proposed what was then elaborated in a specid
message of March 8 as the International Decade of
Ocean Exploration devel oped by the Council.

March 11

President Johnson submitted second annual report
with new emphasis on coastal zone management and
further increasesin civilian budgets.

August 3
Nation's estuaries to be studied by P.L. 90-454

October

Draft of Stratton report submitted to Council inaccord
with law. It was reviewed by an ad hoc committee
chaired by the staff director with representatives of
departments at Assistant Secretary level. They
argued it through to the point of unanimous support.
Subsequently, the Secretary of Transportation
ordered his representative to recant and asked
President Johnson to fire the Council’ s staff director.

1969

January 9

Stratton Commission rel eased report Our Nation and
the Sea recommending consolidation of numerous
federal agencies into new independent NOAA, and
appointment of presidential advisory committee.
President Johnson refused to recelve the report
personally, even from friends on the Commission,
becauseit proposed to transfer the Coast Guard. This
was the crown jewel of the Department of
Transportation, a department he had fought for years
to establish over objections of powerful lobbies that
wanted the status quo because of their easy access.
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January 17

President Johnson released third annua report,
emphasizing new legidlation for  coastal
management, promoting the IDOE and improving
framework of international sealaw

January 20
President Nixon inaugurated. He reappointed the
Council’ s director.

April 5

President Nixon appointed Commission on
Executive Organization with Roy L. Ash named
chairman. It would soon recommend against the
Stratton proposal for NOAA.

August 8

Senator Magnuson requested Council staff to draft
bill on coastal-zone management, introduced as
S.2802.

September

Council’ sdirector writesdirectly to President Nixon,
not through Vice President Agnew, to advocate
continued review of Stratton report.

October 10

President appoints special task group to examine
organizational issue; report delivered December 18
favored a weak Nationa Marine Agency. Report
was not released until July 9, 1970 because it would
anger Congressional advocates of NOAA.

November 18

H.R. 14845 for coasta management introduced on
behaf of Nixon Administration, identical to S. 2802
except responshility assigned to Interior.

1970

January 1
National Environmental Policy Act signed into law,
PL91-190.

April

To counter stonewalling by the Nixon
Administration, Senator Hollings, Stratton and Wenk
met with Attorney General Mitchell who was on
intimate terms with President Nixon to enlist his
support for a new agency. He could not support a

new cabinet-level entity, but agreed to support
creation of anew body within a department, with the
horsepower that Mitchell admitted the FBI had in
Justice.

July 9

President Nixon proposes to establish NOAA in
Department of Commerce by Reorganization Plan
No. 4 of 1970. Intheabsence of Congressiona veto,
it became law.

1971

January 28

President Nixon appointed Robert M. White to head
NOAA. That delay signaled his anger at
Congressional end runs.

August 15

National Advisory Committee on Oceans and
Atmosphere (NACOA) created by P.L. 92-125, as
proposed by Stratton Commission.

1972

The Council is disestablished on recommendation of
NOAA and Commerce Secretary on grounds of
weakness under Vice Presdent Agnew. With the
demise of the Council, the ocean community lost a
friend in high places.

Analysis

Thiscalendar of key eventsexposesthemeandering
of policy development, generation of basic concepts
and set in motion by the political process with its
idiosyncrasies.  The initial  impetus from
oceanographic scientists was sustained by a few
members of Congress having research constituents,
but mainly from their exceptional personal interest.
The field had not been preempted by jurisdiction
fences; it was unplowed, and there was room to grow
“heroes”.

Second, rationales evolved from outdistancing the
Soviets in a new arena to support for oceanographic
laboratories, to a worry over splintering among so
many different agencies, to the lack of aclear vison
for the oceans and of Executive Branch leadership
except for the Navy. That the Congressional
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perspective had matured is dramatically revealed by
inbill titles, the shift from “ oceanography” to “ marine
resources and engineering development”. By 1964,
concepts from the report commissioned by Overton
Brooks had been adopted, with the focus on
applications in addition to research. Hearings reved
weak lobbying by most private marine interests as
compared to the usua energies of advocates. The
aerospace industry was tirring, however, over
anxiety about tapering of the space effort, but they
lacked experience in lobbying as an industry. Most
advocacy focused on securing contracts amidst
competitive bidding. Although a new Marine
Technology Society took an interest, along with an
activist maritime press, the awareness of politica
considerations was naive.

Third, the House of Representatives and the Senate
werestubbornin each grasping their original concepts
such that differences were resolved only by welding
the Council and Commission concepts in one hill.
This led to myths that the two organs were
competitive. Such a misunderstanding resulted from
amnesia about the organic act that recognized the
President as band leader, with the Council in a
day-to-day role to advise and assst until its
authorization expired. The Commission’s main task
concerned governmental structure.

In the absence of strong outsi de lobbies, the Council
became a maritime presence in the White House.
Between Humphrey's leadership, a creative staff in
the armory assembling ammunition and a receptive
Johnson, things happened. The Council’s reports
were read by top officials in other governments that
soon were attempting to knit together their own
splintered maritime agencies. The Commission, on
the other hand, was expected to take along view of
national purpose less influenced by an immediate
agenda and political tactics and to wrestle with the
organizational issue that could not be resolved within
the Executive Branch itself because of territoria
imperatives.

The President continuesto have that mandatetoday,
even though it has not been energetically exercised
snce 1972. The action-forcing provision for annual
reports has been ignored by both Branches of
government. There have been few hearings asduring
Council life.

Many ocean interests refer back to the
Kennedy-Johnson years as the golden age of marine
affairs. Apart from presidential messagesin the annual
reports, some 28 initiatives were submitted by the
Council to the President and adopted. That
commitment by a president has enormous significance
because of the president’ sroleaschief executiveofficer
to set budget priorities, trigger new starts and integrate
far flung agency sectors. Presidential statementswere
symbols of nationa priority.

If thereisany singleindividual who helped to elevate
the strength and vishility of marine affairs, it isVice
President Humphrey. Hewas chairman par excellence
of an activist Council, he visited many oceanographic
laboratories, rodetheir ships, sent prestigious messages
to state and professiona events of note, and had a
congenial press.

The Context

Legidlative issues never erupt in a vacuum. Most
often, they are triggered by crisis or pressure groups.
Whatever the trigger, they are embedded in a context
of social, economic, political and geopolitical factors
unconnected to theissues at hand but which providethe
atmospherics and set the stagefor policy decisions. To
study the Stratton Commission required the legislative
hisory behind the parent PL 89-454, the Marine
Resources and Engineering Act of 1966. 1n the
1956-1966 run-up to enactment, these factors were
influential:

Crigis: The Cold War with the Soviet Union was
perceived by the nation as a sharp nuclear threat, a
smmering and continuing crisis. Regarding war
fighting capabilities, especiadly in terms of a bomber
gap then missile gap, people asked , “Who's ahead?”’
The October 4, 1957 Sputnik event added urgency to
the sense of a life-threatening competition. When
ocean-related issueswere pushed for thefirst time onto
thelegidative stage in 1959, arguments were advanced
even by Harrison Brown with a well-tested ploy of
national defense. So did Congressional sponsors of
new legislation. In truth at that time, there was no
significant underwater threat to the preeminence of the
U.S. Navy.
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Pressure Groups: Itisaparadox that the field of
marine affairs flourished in the absence of apapable
crigsor powerful interest groups. Thefirst advocates
were oceanographers concerned over shrinkage of
naval research funding after World War I1. Leaders
of three mgor ingtitutions led the parade, using as a
springboard the NASCO study by the Nationa
Academy of Sciences. For a short time, public
support came from the President of the National
Academy of Sciences, Detlev Bronk, until other
members of the Academy complained. By 1964, the
voices of science were replaced by the aerospace
industry, worried about leveling off of fundsfor space
exploration that might follow after the planned lunar
landing. Some in the industry were also teased by
Navy initiatives to build up subsea technology
following loss of the submarine Thresher, April 19,
1963. This interest group then found expression
through founding of the Marine Technology Society,
but at that time contractors were in such competition
with each other that they couldn’t mount a collective
campaign. In any event, their interest was in
merchandising hardware, not in uses of the sea The
Stratton Commission heard and tried to respond to
theseinterestswith proposal sfor amassive deep water
technology initiative. It was never accepted by either
branch of government. The military-industrial
complex today isfar stronger and more effective.

Offshore oil interests were quite powerful but not
interested in the marine environment assuch. Indeed,
they were satisfied with existing partnershipswith the
Department of Interior. Fishing interests were
splintered by species and by geography. Coastal
residents at the time were primarily concerned with
beach preservation.

The environmental movement began to stir
following Rachel Carson’s book, Slent Spring,
published in 1962, but awareness of threatsto inshore
waters and wetlands did not arise until the late 1960s.
In short, offshore ail, shipping, and fishing seemed
satisfied with existing arrangements.  Seaborne
passenger travel wasin decline because of jet service
overseas. Water related recreation was spotty.
Environmentalism was in its infancy but the general
public was treated to extraordinary undersea
adventures by the photography of Jacques Cousteau,
accompanied by his poetry on human connections to
the sea.

Political Realities: Soon after Congress became
aware of marine policy issues, several members saw
opportunities to expand jurisdiction. In the House, a
competition arose between Bonner of Merchant
Marine and Fisheries and Overton Brooks who
chaired Science and Astronautics. S&A had a plate
full with afledgling space program, but MM&F was
looking for new challengesor faceextinction. Claims
were staked by both, arousing some media interest.
Soon followed a flurry of bills focused on expanded
research, the diffusion of civilian research through
many different small agencies, and the need for
coordination and leadership. Members willing to
invest political capital to push legidation generally
were from districts with oceanographic research
interests.

Marine policies did not arouse partisan support or
tactics. Indeed, success of the Council resulted from
its even-handed approach to both Houses and both
parties. Although the Council was a creature of the
Senate, there was high respect for initiatives of the
House and a commitment to meet their goals as well.
This led to the unprecedented step of the Vice
President submitting testimony at one of ther
hearings. Indeed, it was the Council that included
fundsfor the Commissioninitsinitial budget, without
which the Commission would have had to wait many
months and appesal to Congressfor fundsto get started

On the Congressional side, virtually all legislation
had support from minority members initially and
through enactment.

Even though Executive Branch agencies had
sponsored the NAS study on the decline of research,
none became conspicuous advocates. Eisenhower
and his science advisor rejected increased funding.
Indeed, he was aready furious at the damage to his
balanced budget, declaring that the power of the
military-industrial complex after Sputnik was bad for
the nation’s economic health. The agencies hands
weretied.

Under Kennedy, that coolness changed. He was
constitutionally more adventurous and invited
proposalsfor new starts. Hehad apersonal history of
sailing and naval serviceduring World War 1l that led
to his affection for maritime issues. His one-shot
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increase in funding was welcomed by civilian
agencies, and temporarily cooled Congressiona
ardor, but that soon changed when Members began a
traditional war dance about waste and duplication and
inssted on better integration of so many small
activities. By 1964, also, Members had shifted their
focus to policy issues, rather than programs, a major
step of maturity.

That elevation in issues continued under President
Johnson. Among other things, the Council knew hewas
hogtil e to science because the scientific community was
pecking at his Vietham policy. On the other hand,
Johnson entertained new starts as did Kennedy when
rationalized in terms of social and economic benefit,
not science for its own sake. Council staff persuaded
him to support the IDOE because of its potentia
contribution to world order, plusafocus on such issues
as food from the sea and environmental management
that had come on the political screen.

Although Nixon accepted some leftover Council
proposals that were aready developed under Johnson,
he drew a conservative cloak, barring more initiatives.

Role of Staff: Throughout the development of
marine affairsand | egidlatively based policy, staff were
highly influential. Dan Markel in the Senate and Jack
Drewry in the House were especially attentive. From
preparation of the Brooks report, through drafts of bills
for Magnuson, Lennon, Rogers, and others, creative
efforts of CRS saff were welcomed. Within the
Executive Branch, staff stewardship played a rolein
enhancing credibility of the 1CO, the congenia
relationship with President Kennedy and later Vice
President Humphrey, the barrage of new initiatives
from the Council and the gentle nudging for
reorganization by two presidentsin the face of standard
opposition by OMB.

Media: Maritime interests seldom earned headlines
except with disasters of amajor oil spill such as with
the Torrey Canyon, or loss of life on ferries. The
maritime press was splintered by industries, shipping,
oil and gas, fishing. The editors of two marine
newsletters, however, were aggressive and perceptive
in following developments in marine affairs and
reported in a mode that helped stakeholders recognize
what was happening behind closed doors. As much as

any other factor, the newly minted marineaffairsmedia
sustained interest by partisans that otherwise might
have faded from lack of focus for collaboration
Industrial users of the sea never were fully on board.

Appointments to the Commission

The organiclegidation provided for amembership of
fifteen from federa and state governments, industry
and academia, augmented by four Congressional
advisors. With agreement to recommend a prestigious
Commission, one with genuine horsepower, the
Council’s staff sorted out some 900 nominations.

The process began with a shopping list of marine
interests including scientists, but there were other
considerations. Looking ahead to submission of the
report to the President and Congress, it was essential to
seek individuals from states represented by committee
chairs and a so by the minority members; home states
of the President and Vice President, individuals having
close rapport with the President, having media
experience, having wide geographical representation,
having a national, prestigious stature. To satisfy al
these requisites while limited in number of
appointments, required that individuals should
smultaneously meet severa qualifications.

Meanwhile, thetrade presswereangrily attacking the
Council for blocking appointmentsin the belief that the
two bodies were in competition. The more volatile
members of the press kept gnawing at that issue until
the Commission reported.

The mogt critical appointment was that of chair. By
good fortune, Humphrey was able to persuade the first
candidate Julius A. Stratton to accept the key role.
Apart from his personal gifts of character and intellect,
Stratton brought the patina of president emeritus of
MIT and then chairman of the board of the Ford
Foundation. Few others could have been aseffectivein
mustering interest and camaraderie of members,
wholesome rel ationshi pswith the Council, members of
Congressand the outside lobbyistswho were salivating
over prospects of a major new infusion of fundsfor a
wide range of projects, especially of high technology
for deep ocean exploration. Therest ishistory.
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LessonsBearing on Successof aNew Commission

1. Although rationales changed between 1956 and
1966, when P.L. 89-454 became law marine affairs
werelinked to broad goalsof socia policy. Isthistrue
with pending bills?

2. Momentum thirty years ago was imparted by the
national excitement of the Soviet space surprise and
by Kennedy-Johnson dynamism as much as by
lobbies of stakeholder interest groups. How does
today’s situation compare regarding lobbies and
national mood?

3. Powerful members of Congress of both parties,
activists all, invested palitical capital because of their
persona enthusiasm rather responding to vested
interests, to a popular ground swell or to an
effervescent media  How does Congressiona
advocacy compare?

4. Among factors that influence policy making and
implementation are attitudes and values of the
President. Given today’s bi-polar Washington, how
does the President stand?

5. This is vita because, while the Congress sets
policy directions, execution depends on Executive
Branch performance. Where do marine affairs stand
on their agenda?

6. Membership of the Stratton Commission had
much to do with its effectiveness. Does the pending
legislation provide opportunitiesto recruit top caliber
participants rather than make it easy for elected
officials to create a rubber stamp or pay off politica
debts ?

7.When P.L.89-454 was passed, Congress expected
immediate action by the Council to rectify perceived
deficiencies. They were also impatient to see the
Commission generate proposals for a new agency
strong enough to defend budgets amidst vigorous
competition. What are the basic hopes of today’s
Congressional advocates?

Personal Views on Creating a New Commission

I am an unequivocal advocate of a national ocean
policy that relates the oceans to human affairs,

especialy those having conspicuous national
interests. That condition engaged two Presidents of
the United States during what some recall as the
“golden age,” 1966-1971. Sincethen, all elements of
public and private involvements have grown in size
and importance, but the central focus and grass roots
interest has been lost. Creating a new Stratton
Commission is a concept around which a new start
could berallied, but its success critically depends on
the legidlative charter now under review.

As an ancient mariner, | had the privilege of being
present at the birth of the Stratton model through four
successive appointments. Asfirst science advisor to
Congress in the Congressona Research Service in
1959, | analyzed the NASCO report and made
recommendationsfor Congressional initiatives. Then
appointed to President Kennedy’ s staff as director of
the Federal Council for Science and Technology, |
chose the Interagency Committee on Oceanography
to showcase coordination among nearly 20 agencies.
Congress then requested my return to found the
Science Policy Research Division in 1964 where |
helped advance the legidation leading to PL 89-454.
On its enactment in 1966, | was appointed by
President Johnson as Executive Secretary of the
Marine Council created by that Act. One of my first
assignments for the Presdent was to nominate
membersof the Stratton Commission, thento assistin
their work and vet their report through the Council.

Here are some lessons that bear on success of a
future commission:

(1) MarineAffairsdealswithtechnology morethan
with science, recognizing technology as more than
planes, trains, automobiles and ships. It as a socid
delivery system involving a network of public and
private organizations that apply speciadized
knowledge to meet human needs and wants.
Government has six roles: (a) contributing to vitality
of a capitalist economic system; (b) exercisng
fiduciary responghility for common property
resources; (c) providing for the national defense; (d)
funding public worksbeyond thefinancia capacity or
risk horizon of the private sector; (e) sponsoring
research and education and engaging the globalization
process; and (f) protecting public and environmental
safety through regulation.
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The pending legislation seldom reflects the role of
technology and is relatively silent on the national
defense and related roles of the Coast Guard and Army
Corpsof Engineers. That omission asakey element of
national ocean policy can stir bureaucratic animus.

(2) Thistime around, the Congress had such limited
hearings before advancing its commission bills that
there is no authentic sense of a national constituency.
On a broader scale, some say the national mood is
“every person for themselves,” and “survival of the
(economic) fittest.” In this atmosphere and with the
high noise level in our society, marine lobbies are not
conspicuous. Content analysis of newspaper and TV
news reveals low media concern except for highly
localized problems or crises such as with Exxon
Valdez. The environmental movement is of major
importance but it has lost the critical role occupied in
the late 1960s leading to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. There is no parallel with ocean
constituentsthat pressured the Stratton Commission for
amore powerful agency inthefederal constellation and
funding of aerospace contractors for deep underwater
exploration.

During the three years of Stratton Commission life,
national attention was mustered by the Council with
initiatives by the Presdent and Vice President.
Without those episodes of high visibility such asin a
State of the Union message, and without initiatives by
Council staff after the Commission folded its tent, the
Commission might have been totally ignored

(3) Although rare, amidst arepertoire of other issues,
and in the absence of palpable lobbies or crisis, some
members of Congress invested considerable time and
exercised leadership over an extended interva to
advance marine affairs. There were continuing
hearings over four years. That commitment isn't
obvious today. Instead, to those outside the beltway,
the appearance is one of a partisan circus.

(4) The President as the nation’ s systems manager
plays a key role in identifying national priorities. As
new legidlation is considered, the President’s views
are critical as to whether pending bills would be
signed or vetoed, and if signed, whether implemented
vigorously. Three decadesago, marine sciencelooked
doomed when it only ratcheted science budgets, until

it focused on technology. Even then, Executive
Branch enthusiasm waslow and billswould havebeen
vetoed except for the close persond relationship of
Magnuson with Johnson. How a President reacts
depends significantly on such relationships and other
subtlefactors, and on dispositionsof presidential staff.
With the present legidlation, an approach to the White
House, probably through OSTP, is not evident.

This lack of attention to the President’sroleisaso
reflected in neglect of the Council’s annua reports.
There is no compendium of messages signed by the
President on coastal zone management, seabed arms
control, attention to Arctic affairs, restoration of the
Great Lakes, the International Decade of Ocean
Exploration, Sea Grants, oil spill prevention and
cleanup, acceleration of ocean surveys and data
buoys, etc. All are documented in The Politics of the
Oceans published in 1972 and summarized in 1995 in
Making Waves.

(5) Meanwhile, severa agencies more potent than
NOAA appear in opposition and will havetheir voices
heard in OMB and in their respective authorization
committees. Part of this opposition lies in the
legislation neglecting national defense as part of
ocean policy and also foreign policy consideration
such asin sections 4 (a) 5 and 6 in PL89-454 which
were unexpected triggers for Johnson’ s support.

(6) Itishard to measure performance of the Stratton
Commission because there has been no evaluation of
responsetoits120 recommendations. Itisknownthat
the package proposing massive funding for hardware
has been ignored. The proposal for NOAA has been
discussed. The Commission deserves exceptional
grades for its diligence, perception of opportunities,
comprehension of marine affairs and complex
relationships such asin Law of the Seato other policy
arenas. Leadership by Jay Strattonis amodel.

The proposed legislation, however, has an arcane
system of appointments of members that opens the
door to partisan selections and thus conflicts, to split
loyalties of members, and to insider lobbying.
Providing for volunteer doaff aso increases
vulnerability to powerful lobbies. With so little
control by the President over selection, thereisarisk
of veto. Thereis also arisk of findings that could
reflect partisan ideology, leading to privatization of
NOAA.
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The commission scope and implementation strategy
also deserve comment. When the Stratton report was
delivered, some other presidential staff characterized
its “kitchen sink” approach, with far too many
proposals of vastly different scale of impact. Most
dealt with programs and not policies. It was aso
criticized as arriving two weeks before President
Johnson was leaving office when he was in no mood
to consider any proposals. The Commission could
have been more prescient and cut its scope to deliver
the report in time to lay the groundwork for
presidential mulling. The present broad scope could
inadvertently lead a new commission to try the
impossible, especidly if it fails to stay on the policy
track.

(7) Section 8 of a pending bill would reped
PL89-454. That would removethe present framework

for marine policy until a new one would be drafted
and introduced perhapstwo yearsafter enactment, and
putinforceinathird year at theearliest. Indeed, there
isachancethat it might not be replaced at all. To be
sure, theexisting policy has not kept up with changing
times, partly from lack of interest and initiatives in
both branches of government and in the fragmented
and weak ocean congtituency.

| believe, however, that repeal of the present policy
is unnecessary because it does not inhibit whatever
initiatives are anticipated in other provisions. Indeed,
one of the first tasks a new commisson might
undertake would lie in updating existing law. 1n any
event, the notion of a master policy covering all
dimensions of marine affairsisasillusory astrying to
have a master policy for terrestrial affairs. Many if
not most issues do not stop at land’s end.
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TIMING AND THE WORK OF THE STRATTON COMMISSION

® Samud A.Lawrence <«

Staff Director, Stratton Commission

The task of the Commission on Marine Science,
Engineering, and Resources was to formulate and
advance “an overall plan for an adequate nationa
oceanographic program that will meet the present and
future national needs.” The Commission’s attention
and energy necessarily were focused on the substance
of its tak. Staff was employed to support
Commission activity, to help ensure accomplishment
of its mission, and to assis the Commission in
navigating the unfamiliar terrain of Washington
bureaucracy and politics.

It should be emphasized that the Commission was
a true working commission. The members were
themselves informed and committed. The
Commission members themselves prepared thelion’s
share of the text, which made up the seven panel
reports. Staff assisted with the establishing of a
database and the logistics of the panel process, in
digtilling the masses of material, and in preparing the
summary Commission report. But the product was
clearly that of thefifteen commissionerswhowerethe
sgnatories to the final document.

Profile of the Commission Staff

The Commission report lists the names of 25
professonal, and 10 support, staff. Each of these
individuals did meaningfully contribute to the effort.
However, the maority of the group served for a
relatively brief period. | would estimate over the
two-year period, the average complement was in the
range of 12-15 professionals, and 4-5 support
personnel. Of this number, only about half were paid
from the Commission’s $1.5 million appropriation.
The remainder were on loan from other federa
agencies or (for four of the group for about six
months) a foundation that had been organized by one
of the Commission members.

The staff reflected adiversity of skillsandinterests.
Most were drawn from middle management levelsin

their organizations. In assembling the staff, the chief
criteria were availability, flexibility, and an aptitude
for intensive, high pressure work. For a group
assembl ed quickly in such an ad hoc manner, the staff
worked surprisingly well together and | think
succeeded in meeting the expectations and needs of
the Commission members.

Timetable for the Commission’s Work.

In retrospect, the timetable for the Stratton
Commission’s activity appears quite compact and
efficient - only 30 months from the approval of
authorizing legislation to presentation of a
comprehensive, actionablereport. Atthetime, wefelt
challenged to stay ahead of the rush of events, to be
able to produce something at once thoughtful, timely,
and relevant to the circumstances of a rapidly
changing technical and political environment.

A 30 month time line is about what one must plan
for ajob of this magnitude. In rough terms, hereis
how thetimerelated to COM SER’ sactivity was used:

- Six months (7/1/66-1/3/67) to select and appoint
the Commission members. Thisisan absolutely key
element of the process. The identification and
recruitment of a chair, establishing the advisory
relationships between the commission and its
congressional and administration advisers, and
achieving the desired skills, stature, and breadth of
interests among the commission members are mgjor
tasks and crucia to success.

- Three to four months to ‘ get organized’. Simply
getting on the calendars of busy peopleto establish a
schedule of meetings can be daunting. Additionaly,
one must recruit a staff, establish an office, bring in
phones and all the attendant paraphernaiaetc. This
period a so includes the * getting to know each other’

process among the Commission members. In the
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case of the Stratton Commission, it climaxed (as |
recal it) in May, with decisions as to the role and
memberships of the several panels.

- Six to eight months of substantive research. For the
Stratton Commission, the time lines achieved by the
several panes varied condderably, as did their
methods for surveying their fields of interest and
ganing public input. Most had pretty well staked out
their points of view by December 1967.

- Three to four months for documentation and
digtillation of panel reports. Again, a task which
varied substantially amongst the panels, but for which
time must be recognized if the product of panel and
supporting staff, and contract work isto be brought to
a standard which permitsiits publication.

- Three to four months to integrate al of the special
viewpoints, interests, and other baggage which may
be carried by participants in the process into some
kind of coherent whole. The Stratton Commissiondid
not really ‘belly up’ to this task until spring of 1968.
It required several, two day meetings to talk through
the major issues, and determine the overall focus and
approach that the Commission wished to adopt in its
report.

- Three to four months to validate and refine the
proposed program, get it properly organized and
written.

- Another month to actually achieve publication,
along with all the logistics of finding appropriate
illustrations, preparing appropriate transmittals and
acknowledgments.

Presentation of the Commission Report

A centra concern of the Commission, almost from
get-go, was the question of when, and hence to whom,
it could most effectively and appropriately render its
report. It was obvious that a report made in July 1968,
as cdled for in the authorizing legislation, would * hit
the streets’ just as the nation’ s political leadership was
preparing for the fall presidential and congressiona
elections. Better either to defer to theend of the current
presidential term or to seek permission to make the
report early in the succeeding term of office. | do not

recall the exact mechanismsfor decision on this matter
(or have the papers at home to permit me to research

it).

My recollection is that Dr. Stratton concluded that a
December 1968 or January 1969 report would best
reconcile his obligation to the current administration
with a chance to capture the attention of the next. We
consulted on this matter with the Commission's
congressional advisors, emphasized our mutual desire
to keep thereport and itsrecommendati ons unentangl ed
with party politics yet to find a place in the stream of
political action. The congressmen of both parties
endorsed delivery of the report to the outgoing
administration and promised that they would seek to
ensurethat it not achievea' dead letter’ statusasaresullt.
At thetime, we had no way of knowing that the actual
delivery would be to a vice president who had only
about a week of remaining tenure in office, or that
Hubert Humphrey, whohad chaired theMarine Science
Council and championed ocean causes, would be the
democratic presidential candidate in the 1968 el ection.

Administrative Environment for a Stratton 11

The timing issues which complicated the work of
the 1967-69 Commission are likely to be even more
difficult for a commisson formed during the
remaining years of a Clinton presidency. Thisin part
reflects the nature of thetimes. Although the country
is not today overwhelmed by the tumultuous issues
that intrudedinto all aspectsof national lifeinthelater
Johnson years, it is seemingly preoccupied with
multiple layers of political trivia which make any
governmental venture tortuous and unpredictable.
Also, there have been a plethora of legisation and
regulation enacted in the 30-year interval, which will
complicate both selection of commissioners, and of
the staff to be mobilized in their support.

The press can be expected to more aggressively
probe any possible suspicion of conflicts of interest,
and the executive and congressional branches can be
expected to be less accommodating to one another’s
interests than applied only 30 years ago.
Unfortunately these new circumstances could
conspire to undermine the possibility for the
unanimity which was achieved by the Stratton
Commission and which was an important element in
the recognition which its report received.
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Lessons Learned - What Lessons May We Draw
from this Experience?

- Not to underestimate the time the job will take.

- Need to recognize that the landscape will likely
change significantly and unpredictably as the new
Commission moves through its process.
Forbearance, flexibility, and on-going
communication with those who ultimately will
receive, and need to deal with, the product of the
Commissionswork are essential .

- The mogt important elements of the activity
surrounding the Commission may be those which

precede its appointment, and those which follow the
completion of its officia task. In particular, if you

expect to make an impact, there must be
follow-through.
Then, most importantly, remembering that

documents do not decide things, people do. People
must be energized through a continuing effort to see
that the subjects of the Commission’swork remains
ontheagendaand that itsrecommendationsaregiven
serious attention in both the Executive Branch and
Congress.
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| SSUES FOR A NEW OCEAN POLICY COMMISSION:
THE CHANGING REGIME OF THE HIGH SEAS

® LewisM.Alexander @

Deputy Staff Director, Stratton Commission

One of the challenges a new national commission
on ocean policy might consder addressing involves
the high seas, beyond the limits of national
jurisdiction, where the international community is
moving gradually from aregimeof thefree seastoone
of a more managed high seas. This shift could have
serious consequences for the United States and other
maritime countries.

In thisdiscussion | include two caveats. Oneisthat
my concerns do not include the regime of the
International Sea-Bed Authority, which is a separate
issueinitself. Nor should anew national commission
be concerned with the Navy’ s Freedom of Navigation
program on the high seas. A Stratton 11, like Stratton
I, should probably not become involved in
recommendations on military matters of this sort.

It is my bdief that some federal agency or
commission should be continuously monitoring high
seas activities and management institutions and
recommending to the appropriate authorities such
actions as may seem necessary to maintain an
equitabl e balance between the necessary freedoms of
the high seas and those conservation and management
efforts that are important supports of the interests of
the United Stats and other like-minded countries.

The Geographic Scope of the High Seas

If dl coastal states made maximum exclusve
Economic Zone (EEZ) claimsin their coastal waters,
about 70 percent of the world ocean would retain the
status of highseas. Actudly, thetotal areasof thehigh
seas depends, in part, on the number of EEZ claimsto
be made for certain rocks and islands that, according
to Article 121 of the 1982 LOS Convention, “shall
have no exclusive economic zone or continental shelf
of their own.” Remember, a single rock or islet,
located more than 100 nautical milesfrom the nearest

national maritime limits, could generate a territoria
sea/lEEZ measuring over 33,000 square nautical
miles, an area equa to that of the state of Ohio.
Perhaps the United States should consider adopting a
policy of nonrecognition of “illegal” EEZ claims for
rocks and idands incapable of habitation or an
economic life of their own.

The high seas also includes the waters of the
Southern Ocean, athough EEZs may, in time, be
claimed within parts of that Ocean around certain
islands and island groups, such as the South Orkney,
South Shetland, and Kerguelen Islands. Various
efforts have been made to treat the Southern Ocean as
azone separate from the rest of the high seas, witness
its designation by the International Whaling
Commission 1994 as asanctuary whereall whaling is
to be banned for ten years. Should this trend toward
separate treatment of the Southern Ocean be
accelerated?

To illustrate some of the concerns of high seas
management, listed here are three categories of
activities where controversial situations may appear.

1. Environmental Protection and Preservation

Currently in place isthe 1972 London Convention
that defines dumping as the deliberate digposa of
wastes from ships and aircraft. The Convention
prohibits the dumping of certain wastes and requires
permits for the disposal of others. However, with
respect to some substances such as low-level nuclear
wastes, there still appear to be uncertainties.

Another issue concerns vesseal-source pollution and
the need for an international response to emerging
problems. Much has been made of the successes of
the IMO conventions with respect to vesse
construction, vessel safety, Traffic Separation
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Schemes and, of course, the 1973-78 MARPOL. But
new problemsarise, particularly with the movement of
vessels carrying hazardous cargoes through the high
seas. In 1972, for example, there began the first of a
planned series of plutonium shipments by sea from
France to Japan for use in Japanese reactors. It was
reported that if a transport accident had occurred,
plutonium might be released into the environment and
would remain a deadly contaminant for thousands of
years.

There are also recurrent proposas, such as
incineration at sea of highly noxious materials more
than 200 miles from land (and hopefully in areas of
prevailing offshore winds), or the seabed disposal of
high-level radioactive wastes, that represent potentia
environmental dangers. Like the exclusive economic
or fisheries zones, the high seas, particularly in their
marginal areas, might become areas of increasng
controversy and congestion.

2. The Conservation and Management of Living
Marine Resour ces

There are obvioudy a number of controversia, and
a times politically explosive, issues concerning high
sess living resources, among them whaling, straddling
and highly migratory stocks, anadromous species, and
drift nets. Which international organizations and
treaties should the U.S. strongly support and/or seek to
change? Even if an organization has been in place for
some time, it may not be operating at peak efficiency.
The International Whaling Commission is such an
example. According to its charter, it was designed to
“provide for the proper conservation of whale stocks
and thus make possible the orderly devel opment of the
whaling industry.” In the years since the imposition of
the 1986 moratorium on whaling, little has been done
to promote the orderly development of the industry.
Further, as John Knauss has written, even before the
moratorium, the IWC “failed miserably in its primary
goal of maintaining sustainable populations.” With
respect to high seas fisheries in general, Burke notes
that, among other things, there is a lack of adequate
scientific data, enforcement systems, and allocation

procedures. Clearly, the protection of United States
interests in the conservation and management of high
seas living resources requires constant monitoring and
adviceonthe part of federal agenciesand commissions.

3. Protection of the Underwater Cultural
Heritage

In recent years there has been considerable activity,
particularly under the aegis of UNESCO, in support of
the drafting of an international convention on the
protection of the underwater cultural heritage both
within national maritime limits beyond the territorial
seaand on thedeep seabed. AlthoughtheUnited States
is not now a member of UNESCO, it has participated
in these activities, including consideration of a draft
convention, prepared by the International Law
Association. With respect to the deep sea bed, what
international agency would be responsble for
monitoring archeology and other activities associated
with the cultural heritage? The ISA has authority over
mineral resourcesonly. Astechnology comesto permit
greater attention to the cultural high seasresources, the
U.S. government needsto prepare for the protection of
itsinterests beyond the EEZ limits.

Other Issues

There are, of course, other high seas uses and
potential management problems that exist or may exist
— marine scientific research, the interdiction of
drug-smuggling vessels, the eventual exploitation of
hydrothermal vents, including hypothermophiles; these
only reinforce the need to approach the high seasas a
coherent entity for purposes of management.

This brief summation is intended to demonstrate the
complexities of high seas uses and management
problems that, as technology advances, will
undoubtedly increase. It is suggested that there is a
need for the establishment of an inter-agency
organi zation that would focus on mattersrelating to the
use and management of activities on the high seas
beyond the limits of national jurisdiction.
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T HE STRATTON COMMISSION : AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
ON POLICY STUDIESIN OCEAN GOVERNANCE, 1969 AND 1998

® HarryN. Scheber @

University of California, Berkeley

I ntroduction: 1

Nearly thirty years have passed snce the White
House received the famed “Stratton Commission
Report,” the massive document entitled Our Nation
and the Sea— the final report of the Commission on
Marine Science, Engineering, and Resources,
established under an act of Congress two and a half
years earlier . The influence of the Stratton
Commission Report on U.S. policy proved to be
uneven, though certainly of enormous importance
overal. Some of its most notable recommendations
were almost immediately trandlated into law and
policy; whereas in other respects, while the Report
gave new clarity of focusto continuing debates, it was
without the resolution of issues on lines the
commission had wanted. Predictably enough, there
were other areas of policy in which a succession of
Presidents, the Congress, and the various ocean
constituencies and interest groups either resisted the
commission’ s recommendations or else fell far short
of agreement on how to respond. Most significant for
our purposes today is the fact that the Stratton
Commission Report still stands, these many years
later, asthelast such mgjor official enterprise charged
with taking a full and comprehensive view of ocean
policy and national needs. Theinventory and analysis
that we seek to construct regarding the Commission’s
sources of genera effectiveness and specific
achievements, and the lessons that are offered by the
record of areas in which it fell short, are the most
valuable repository of data on which we can draw
today for lessons that a“ Stratton I1” enterprise might
do well to examine.

Winning Center Stage: The Factors Underlying
Success

The Stratton Commission was able to argue
persuasively in 1969 that it spoke at a “time for

decison.” Thiswasan accurateclaim, if for no other
reason than that Presidents Kennedy and Johnson,
and also the newly elected Richard Nixon, all had
given some significant priority to ocean policy
questionsin their political campaignsand/or in policy
development initiatives while in office. More
specifically, both the Johnson and Nixon
administrations proved willing to endorse explicit
reforms in U.S. marine policy and, even more
forcefully, to set in motion concrete reforms in
governmental organization affecting the
administration of ocean-related issues and functions.
The Report thusdealt with issuesthat were at thetime
of itspreparation of relatively high political visibility,
or at | east had been acknowledged asimportant by key
actors in politica life; and-thanks especially to the
notably pro-active involvement of Vice President
Humphrey and the genius of the Commisson’s
director and top staff-capable of gaining attention at
the highest levels of policy and lawmaking. The
national government, in sum, was primed to listen,
and, asit proved, was also poised to act’ Scarcely a
year and a half would pass (alightning flash, interms
of the norma patterns of decision in matters
potentially so controversia) before one of the
Commission's most criticdl and  sensitive
recommendations-for creation of NOAA- became,
albeit in modified and compromised form, a reality.
Among the many other major recommendations one
can identify, in retrospect, a very respectable number
that would become the focus of robust continuing
debate. With the passage of only afew years-that is
tosay, by themid-1970s, inthemidst of anew upsurge
of environmentalism and with some major changesin
palitics-important legislation would follow.

What makes particularly intriguing this
receptiveness in Washington to the Commission’s
wide-ranging report, so threatening to some elements
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of the bureaucracy, is the fact that when the enterprise
was launched by an act of Congressin 1966 there was
(as Wenk has pointed out) no catastrophe, no broadly
recognized crisis, no exceptiona urgency, inthenotion
that the needs of the nation and of humankind with
respect to ocean science, marine technology, and the
interfaces of human economic activity and the ocean
environment required comprehensive study-and
possibly comprehensive reorientation of both policy
and governmental structures of implementation.
Rather, the enterprise drew momentum initially from
the sheer force of an idea, a core concept, and the
dedication of some politically powerful individuals to
act upon concerns that had been articulated by the
scientific establishment and elements of the “ocean
policy community” as well as some user groups.4
Ultimately the Commission’s work drew impetus and
effectiveness also from the convergence of advantages
that inhered in enjoying the attention of government’s
highest level, inspired and skillful leadership by the
commission’s own leadership echelon, opportunities
offered and willingly seized by some Cabinet officias
and legislative leaders to transcend the ordinary
rivalries and routines of self-serving agency interests,
and creative involvement of some powerful
private-sector interestsin the process.

When we consider some of theimportant elements of
background context outside the internal dynamics of
government itself, the factor that takes center stage in
most retrospective analysesistheimpact of the Sputnik
launching and the Russian space program—in the
context, of course, of Cold War rivary and
competition for military advantage and the attainment
of basic security objectives. Behind this event, which
had sent a powerful shock wave through the political
arena nearly a decade earlier, was the force of aseries
of commissions and specia studies that had come out
of the scientific community and pressed for more
systematic attention and financial support from the
government for oceanographic research.
Traditionally, moreover, both in Europe and in
America, going back to the eighteenth century, the
interest of the naval forcesin ocean studies had been a
driving force and principal stated objective (if not
necessarily the real agenda, which of course was often
basic science) that won public support for
oceanography.” The United States in the “ Sputnik”
phase of the Cold War was no exception.

Increasingly in the years leading up to the Stratton
Commission’ senterprise, proponents of an expanded
nationa commitment to oceanography had become
progressively more committed explicitly to the larger
goas of developing new technologies and to
economic development. The commercia fisheries
had been the principal focus of such new orientation
as had emerged with applied objectives, centering
upon management and conservation objectives as
well as exploration and more effective exploitati on.’
By the mid-1960s, however, the focus had become
much broader and now encompassed the potential of
mining in the Continental Shelf and high seas aress,
beyond what was already established in the offshore
oil drilling field. (Other economic activities and their
interrelatedness were being debated, too, at least in
academic circles, by the mid-1960s, as will be noted
more fully below.) The example in the 1960s of the
U.S. space program-which was regularly cited by
proponents of reform in ocean policy as a modd for
the exploration of the “inner space” of the
oceans'-lent force and some useful glamour to the
effort to force reconsideration of oceans issues and
management. This was atime when the imperatives
of the Cold War, especially with an increasing
emphasisin naval planning on nuclear warfare based
upon submarine operations, undoubtedly were ill
foremost in lending great urgency to a focus on the
oceans.® But the specific example of NASA-which
took space, as one might take the oceans, as the
organizing principle for agency definition, with
comprehensive operational as well as scientific and
policy responsibilities-was a constant reminder and
model for those whose vision pointed toward creation
of an agency (a“wet NASA”) with comparable scope
and importance of well-focused functions.

Another quite different factor in the background
needs also to be taken into account. This was the
well-established tradition of “corporativism” (as we
may term it) that had brought industry, resource
managers, and scientiststogether inalliancesto obtain
public support for American scientific research on
fisheries. This style of collaboration among the
resource users, the biologists, and the managers (and
the politicians as well) had also been transferred after
World War Il extensively to the arena of regulation
itself. Thus many of the management programs for
both coasta fisheries and the programs under
jurisdiction of amultilateral agency were specifically
designed to include representatives of the industry as
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an integral part of their scientific and operations
oversight.9 This was the beginning, | think it fair to
say, of what became an important element of the
“ocean community,” as it is called in politica
analysis of the period we are discussing, as the core
fisheries-oriented coditions began to interact
systematically with other industrial-scientific-
engineering clusters of interests and the politica
leaders who took a specia interest in their varied
concerns and causes.

By the mid-1960s, the oceanographic institutes,
schoolsand departments of fisheriesscience, fisheries
agencies, and industrial groupsinthefisheries sectors
had begun to exchange ideas and get involved in the
policy process in an increasingly systematized and
routinized way. The published evidence of these
interactions, together with the archival evidenceof the
period insofar as it has been analyzed to date, suggest
that the ocean-use industries were impelled in this
development by the rapid movement in internationa
relations to fashion a new legal order for the oceans.
The debates and often-dramatic conflicts concerning
limits of the territorial seas, and the movement for a
comprehensive Law of the Sea Convention that might
edtablish a comprehensive globa regime for the
oceans—a regime, as the reformers hoped, which
might fundamentally redefine the obligations and
rights of nations in relation to ocean space and
resources-was amatter of urgent common concern for
the leaders and interest groupsin the emergent ocean
community. It also brought them into an important
dialoguewiththeU.S. naval leadersand with the State
Department planners who had an agenda that made
multilateralism itself a top priority, sometimes in a
way that was at odds with the interests of American
industries or segments of industries (e.g., the salmon
fishing fleet of the Pacific Northwest, which for
decades had pressed for unilateralist expansion of the
U.S. offshore territorial boundary).10 The Law of the
Sea negotiations meant that U.S. domestic policy as
well as foreign policy initiatives (and adaptations)
weredrivenin considerable measure by aneed tokeep
abreast of, and if possibleinfluencethebasic direction
of, thereformation of international law. Indeed, when
the Stratton Commiss on considered these matters, its
Report would include repeated calls for assessment
of U.S. domestic policy options with a view toward
preparation for, or eventual aignment with, changes
in the legal order of globa marine relationships.

Thisemergence of anidentifiable ocean community
of scientists, industriad elements, experts in
government, and politicians who shared common
ground in their policy concerns was paralleled by
another movement: the trend toward recognition, by
the ocean community itself primarily, that
ocean-related policy issues needed to be addressed
from a variety of disciplinary perspectives. A
dramatic example of how strong this trend had
become was to be found in a magjor California study
of that state’s ocean and coastal policies. The study,
which appeared in 1965, had been directed by Milner
B. Schaefer, a marine biologist of exceptional
distinction, and was undertaken by the Institute of
Marine Resources (IMR), based at the University of
California s Scripps|nstitution of Oceanography. The
Schaefer IMR report was a brilliant success in
challenging very fundamentally both established
political-jurisdictional structures: thiswasinitsbasic
premisethat the coastal waters and adjacent land areas
should be conceptualized—both for science and for
policy purposes—as a social and ecological system
requiring the exercise of state-level authority
informed by systematic advising by scientists,
lawyers, and social scientists. Inthisregard, Schaefer
and his colleagues in the IMR project played a key
role in shaping the core idea of “coastal zone
management” as a governmental and scientific
enterprise-also reflecting, however, what Schaefer
and others of equal prominence among the scientists
inthe ocean community werethen advising Congress,
asit consdered the question of shaping ocean policy.
Schaefer urged thelegid atorsto broaden their concept
of research support on scientific oceans issues to
include support for related research in the socia
sciences and in law. “It seems evident,” Schaefer
wrote to Senator Warren Magnuson,

that in many cases the handicaps to rational,
effective, and economicaly efficient devel opment
....of unutilized or underutilized resources.... lieto a
large extent in the area of economic and legal
factors, and therefore a thorough study of such
factors, and consideration of possible means of
changing them, will be highly important.11

In 1965 this idea of the coastal zone as a
multidimensional and holistic unit for study and
management was still very new and (in the best sense)
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truly subversve: it represented a decisive and
challenging break from existing norms.’ In the same
way, the idea of ecosystem-oriented fisheries habitat
studies had been advanced in deepwater ocean science
of the previous two decades—most notably, in
Cdifornia, by the CaCOFI-inspired ecosystem
research in Pacific waters.’®>  Now the studies under
Schaefer’s direction pointed to the need for both
science and public policy to adopt a similar approach
to the coastal land and water zones as a complex
environmental system interacting with human
settlement and activities. Bringing interdisciplinary
intellectual resources to bear on a systematic
phenomenon, in this way, was no less radical an idea
for ocean and coastad policy planning than the
ecologica approach to habitat had been in fisheries
science. 1

For our purposes, the Californiastudy that Schaefer
headed is especially important because it offered a
useful model for the approach to study and analysisof
marine policy issues that would be taken by the
Stratton Commission. For as the Schaefer
commission a IMR had done, the Stratton
Commission dealt in depth with distinctive segments
of ocean policy; and in doing so, Stratton (like
Schaefer) brought together in a common enterprise
many experts from a variety of disciplines in social
science as well as from law, marine sciences, and
engineering to examine in interdisciplinary or
multidisciplinary terms the full dimensions of each
segment (fisheries, recreation, mining, etc.). Andlike
the IMR report, the Stratton Commission Report kept
at the forefront of al its recommendations the need
for coordination, clarity of overarching objectives,
and maximization of management-level integration
for the governance of ocean resources and ocean
gpace. It is not coincidental, either, that some of the
major figures, including Schaefer himself, who were
involved in the IMR study’s directorate or advisory
panels, werealso actively involved in thework of the
Stratton Commission.

None of this is meant to suggest that the successes
of Stratton and his cohorts in seizing the moment in
national ocean affairs were merely derivatory. My
intention is, rather, to recall-as we consider the
conditions of the Commission’s achievements-that
there was not only general impetus on several fronts
inthe 1960sto make U.S. ocean policy more coherent

and effective; there was also agrowing recognitionin
scientific and policy circles of the need to approach
ocean (including coastal) policy issues in a more
comprehensive and focused mode. Because the
Schaefer IMR study was aready out in the public
domain, it was available to serve the Stratton
commissioners and advisers as a model for its own
work-and , at the very least, it indicates that the
intellectual groundwork, and not only the politica
background, was already firmly established for the
approach that the Stratton Commission mobilized so
effectively in pursuing its mission.

That is to say, Stratton Commission’s Report, in
calling for “understanding of ecosystem dynamics,”
no lessthanin suggesting designsfor “ comprehensive
[management] systems,” reflected the strength and
growing acceptance of new ideas that had already
penetrated marine science debate as well as policy
analysis discussion.’® It was one of the Stratton
Commission’s major contributions to ocean policy
that it brought these new modes of thinking into play
inso effectiveaway at the highest level of thenationa
policy process.

“Comprehensive Policy” and “ Systems”
(in the plural)

One of the most controversial reforms proposed by
the Stratton Commission did not go to substantive
policy at al, but rather was its proposal for a new
National Ocean and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA).
The new agency, intended to be anindependent onethat
would assume supervison and coordination of
numerous agencies formerly scattered throughout the
government-but in addition would have some
important managerial functions- was designed (as the
Report argued) “to mobilize and impart energy to the
total undertaking” of a plan for nationa action.’® The
list of functions that the Report recommended for
assignment to NOAA was broad and revedled the
serious  intention to  achieve a kind of
comprehensiveness of management oversight and
implementation that had never before been envisioned
for ocean resources and problems. Among these
functions were oceans exploration and support of basic
science, development of marine fisheriesand oversight
of their management by a proposed set of regional
interstate agencies formed by federal compact,
promotion of marine education, and the administration
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coordination for purposes of reducing of conflicts in
multiple-use areas of resource management. In
addition, the Report proposed that NOAA would
provide directly essential services that included
mapping and weather reporting to marine usersand to
thegeneral public, and the devel opment and oversight
of amarine minerals program.

For all its emphass on coordination and
comprehensiveness of vision, policy concepts, and
administration, the Stratton Commission recognized
in explicit language the intractable readlities of
segmentation, declaring:

It is impossible to deal with development and
management issues in terms of marineresources as
a whole, although genera policy considerations
must be accommodated.... There is no single
national policy uniformly applicable to dl
resources, just as there is no single defense,
economic, or foreign policy. Rather, thereisonly a
body of experience and general objectives which
guide decisons on specific issues at specific
times.

This feature of the Report is often forgotten when
champions of greater centralization of power over
ocean affairs hark back to the Stratton Commission as
an advocate of an ideal that fell short of realization.
The NOAA proposd, initsoriginal form, istoo easily
conflated with the much more abstract idea of a
“comprehensive policy.” In fact, the organization of
the Commission’s studies and also its final report
addressed issuesin segments; theredlity that separate
sectors existed and had to be considered, to some
degree, on their own individual terms (for fisheries,
for recreation, for mineras, for scientificresearch, for
defense, for international law, etc.) was not lost from
sght or subordinated for cosmetic purposes to the
rhetoric of concern with holistic issues.

As| have argued in a previous OGSG meeting, in
revisiting the wide-ranging series of issues explored
by theCommission, itisimportant to keep theredlities
of segmentation in mind. Some room for play at the
joints—even zones of contradiction and a certain
incoherence—will very likely need to be taken, now
as in 1969, as a political requirement of success in
achieving policy reform and adjustment. Theideal of
“coherence” will not alwaysbe attainable; someof the

problems before us in 1998 will have to be taken on
their own terms, not only for political reasonsbut very
likely because the optimal approach to palicy, by one
“objective” non-political standard or another, e.g., one
dictated by scientific analysis, may indicate the
desirability of segmented, single-sector solutions
rather than a dogmatic subordination of sectora
policy goas to the imperatives  of
“comprehens veness.”

To elevate comprehensivenessin the abstract to the
status of the single controlling and determinative
objectiveisan aluring option that will probably need
to beredisted in severa important segmentsof marine
policy evaluation and reform. It may befound that the
objective of attaining coherence will be much better
served by accepting single-sector solutions when the
evidence indicates their appropriateness, than by
dashing headlong on a perhaps-quixactic course
toward attaining comprehensve and wholly
integrated policy.

When we consider, then, the best design of
investigation for a Stratton Commission |1, it seems
to me important to accept that the single-sector
approach is not necessarily obsolete or suboptimal-or
per se deplorable. It is manifestly essential, however,
that a new commission should take into account the
need to attack head-on, as did the Stratton
Commission, the problem of patently unnecessary
(and damaging) administrative fragmentation of
responsibility. And in light of the legacy of the
1970s-that great array of specialized legidation
creating specialized agencies to oversee in a
compartmentalized way specific areas of marine
resources and issues (the Magnuson fisheries act, the
Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered
Species Act, and the rest)-it seems important that the
new commission should seek to identify the most
promising avenuesfor more effective coordination, at
aminimum, or outright administrative merger.

A final lesson to be drawn, in this context, from the
Stratton Report and its approach is the desirability of
a new commission’s revisiting the question of an
ecosyssem design in shaping policy and
administrative institutions. The Stratton Commission
stressed the need for an ecosystem approach, but if
revisited today each of its segment or sector reports
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and recommendations would look quite different from
a 1969 perspective since we have gained so much
experience since then in attempting to make ecosystem
ideas operational in administration. Unfortunately, it
must be conceded, a great deal of “ecosystem
management” design in the various agencies of
government today amountstolittlemorethanrhetorica
re-packaging or outright obfuscation. Prof. Oliver
Houck, among others, has concluded, for example, that
ecosystem management systems have proved in the
field to be “amorphous and unenforceable;” B and
sometimesthey seem to bejustified by their champions
in terms that amount to little more than a design for
avoiding definitive management decisionsand keeping
“stakeholders’ happy.

Theseissueswhich haveariseninecosystemanalyss
and management indicate that the opportunity for anew
commission to clarify the conceptua problems and
point the way to policy solutionsisall the more needed
and capable of producing useful results. Similarly, one
can anticipate that objectives of sustainability and
biodiversity will needto beintegrated fully intothefoci
of new sectora studies aswell as an overal report on
policy, especially asthey are mandated by the terms of
the latest developmentsin international environmental
law.

Looking Back: How the Commission Worked

One of the most interesting questions before a
conference on prospectsfor a Stratton |1 concernswhat
aspects of the first commission’s organization and
mode of investigation ought to be emulated, and which
if any rejected or modified. Without attempting to
provide answers, it isworth setting forth that the staff
was of exceptional quality-a factor no doubt more
important than mere size-but the 15 commissionershad
15 professional  staff and an additional ten support
personnel. There was correspondence with 600
individuals in government, the academic institutions,
and industry, in addition to the commission’ s hearing
formal testimony of 126 witnesses. Monthly meetings
were conducted; and a total of 19 plenary meetings,
lasting two to four days, wereheld. Inaddition, specia
panels were edtablished with assigned areas of
responsibility. Without access to the records of
hearings and exchanges of working papers, etc., it is
difficult for the historian to judge eff ectiveness-except

by reference to the fina product in the Report, whose
excellence on so many counts is legendary. The time
permitted for preparation of the present work did not
allow for archiva research or more than preliminary
interviewing, to probe some of these important
questions. But a fuller analysis of the individual
segment reports and recommendations could, | think,
provide important insights into the ways in which the
Stratton  Commisson’s  organization, formal
procedures, and informal dynamics hold lessonsfor us
today.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT: Research from which this
study isdrawn hasbeen supportedin part by fundsfrom
NOAA and from the State of California, through a
project grant from the California Sea Grant College
Program to the Ocean L aw and Policy Program, Center
for the Study of Law and Society, University of
Cdlifornia, Berkeley.

Author's note: | want to acknowledge the seminal
importance of Edward Wenk, Jr., The Politics of the
Ocean (Seattle, 1972) as a source of information and
interpretations for any retrospective study, such as this
one, seeking to assess aspects of the origins, context, and
effectiveness of the Stratton Commission, either on its
own termshistorically or as acase study offering lessons
for thefuture. For amuch longer-term view that provides
essential historical perspective on both the commission
and the larger governmental enterprise in science,
technology and policy in which it played so important a
role for ocean affairs, the classic study by A. Hunter
Dupree, Sciencein the Federal Government (New Y ork,
1957) remains invaluable; so too with respect to policy
history and analysis are the various studies, over the
years, by leading scholars in policy process and
especially science policy and ocean policy, including,
among others, Biliana Cicin-Sain, Robert Knecht, Don
Price, Warren Wooster, John A. Knauss, Robert
Friedheim, Jack Archer, Gerard Mangone, Robert Abel,
and William T. Burke. Though not specifically cited in
this conference version of the present study, their
writings provide essential context and information for
any study with purposes such as animate the present one
and the conferencefor which it is prepared. It should be
noted that some sections of the present conference paper
incorporate materials from an earlier brief presentation
made by the present author to the 1992 Honolulu
meetings of the Ocean Governance Study Group.

20ur Nation and the Sea: A Plan for National Action
(Washington, 1969).
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3 Wenk streses throughout his analysis in Palitics of
the Ocean the key importance of Vice President
Humphrey’s role, a view seconded in the statement
prepared for this conference by John Knauss. At alater
time, the fortuitous advantage of one member’s having
direct access to President Nixon's most influential
adviser, Attorney General Mitchell, kickedinasacritical
factor in getting the report prominently on the White
House agendaand assuring amore favorabl e presidential
reaction to its principal organizational recommendation
that (by al indications) it would have received otherwise
from the Oval Office.

In a widely cited analysis of ocean policy history,
Raobert Abel states: “Viewed in retrospect, it would be
difficult to identify a more dynamic duo than Vice
President Humphrey and Dr. Wenk” asevidencedintheir
role in the cabinet level marine council, a group that
would be of decisive importance in anticipating issues,
paving the way politically for the Stratton Commission,
and complementing the efforts of the commissionersand
the staffs and consultants that were responsible for the
various segments of the Stratton study. Abel, “History
of the U.S. Ocean Policy Program,” in Making Ocean
Policy (ed. F. W. Hoole et al ., 1981) 17.

YIn their study of the auto industry and pollution
control, Krier and Ursin emphasi ze that in the dynamics
of political and policy process leading to adoption of the
smog control regulatory regime, it was the sudden advent
of smog alerts at an unprecedented level that gal vanized
public opinion and overcame the “normal” process by
which industry would stand firm and place the burden of
proof so heavily on environmentaliststhat thelegislation
could be blocked. James Krier and Edmund Ursin,
Pollution and Policy: A Case Essay on California and
Federal Experience with Motor Vehicle Air Pollution,
1940-1975 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1977).
Stonewalling aso figured heavily in the oil industry’s
resistance to popular efforts to place offshore oil rigs
under strict regulation, but the Santa Barbara oil spill
disaster changed entirely the balance of power in the
political arena amost overnight. On this and other
aspects of change in lega process relevant to this
conference's theme that characterized the 1960s and
early 1970s, see Harry N. Scheiber, “Technology and
American Legal Development, 1789-1986," in
Technology, The Economy, And Society: The American
Experience, ed. J. Colton and S. Bruchey (New Y ork,
1987), pp. 83-125.

SThe importance of these predecessor studies is
stressed by both Ed Wenk and by John Knauss in their
contributions to this symposium.

&Y argaret Deacon’sbrilliant historical studies, aswell
asthemajor worksby Susan Schlee, document the earlier
episodes of upsurges of interest in oceanographic

enterprises. See Deacon, Scientists and the Sea,
1650-1900: A Study of Marine Science (New York,
1971); Schlee, Edge of an Unfamiliar World: A History
of Oceanography (New Y ork, 1973).

See Harry N. Scheiber, “Modern U.S. Pacific
Oceanography and the Legacy of British and Northern
European Science,” in Stephen Fisher, ed, Man and the
Marine Environment (Exeter Maritime Studies, No. 9.
Exeter, U.K., 1994), 36-75.

8The defense industry interests played a part in the
debate of ocean policy that was probably impelled in part
by concern about a possible decline of contractsin other
areas of military technology. A fuller discussion of this
aspect of the debate will be reserved for alater revision
of this paper.

9Scheiber, “Pacific Ocean Resources, Science and
Law of the Sea; Wilbert M. Chapman and the Pacific
Fisheries, 1945-70,” Ecology Law Quarterly, 13 (1986)
381-534.

10 pid.

1 Milner B. Schaefer to Sen. Warren Magnuson, May
6,m 1964, copy in Wilbert M. Chapman Papers,
University of Washington Libraries, quoted in Scheiber,
“Success and Failure in Science-Policy Interactions:
Cases from the History of California Coastal and Ocean
Studies, 1945-1973,” in National Research Council,
Improving Interactions between Coastal Science and
Policy (National Academy of Sciences, 1995), 107-8.

12 bid. (“ Success and Failure”), 108ff.

130n the emergence of ecosystem science, see Harry
N. Scheiber, “From Science to Law to Politics: An
Historical View of the Ecosystem Ideaand Its Effect on
Resource Management,” Ecology Law Quarterly, 24:
631-652 (1997); and id., “Pacific Ocean Resources,”
supra note 9.

14« success and Failure,” cited n. 10 supra.
15Report, at pp. 15, 173.

16Report, p.—- . Inthisand thefollowing paragraphs,
| incorporate directly materials from my 1992
presentation to the Ocean Governance Study Group
Symposium volume, Ocean Governance: A New
Vision-Analysesfor |mproved, I ntegrated Gover nanceof
Oceans and Coasts, ed. Biliana Cicin-Sain (Newark,
Delaware, 1992), 19-21.

17Report, p. 83.
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BThisis the place in policy evaluation in which we
badly need a more rigorous approach to the uses of
scientific information and analysis in relation to social
and political analysis—a vexed topic which obtained a
fresh look from an NAS-NRC Ocean Studies Board
conference at Irvine on science, policy studies, and
coastal management (papers published in NRC,
Improving Interactions, cited n. 10 supra).

0liver A. Houck, “On the Law of Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Management,” Minnesota Law Review, 81:
869 (1997) (a study and critique of the U.S. Forest
Service ecosystem and biodiversity programs as they
have been appliedinthefield). Seealso Scheiber, “From
Science to Law to Palitics,” cited note 11 supra.
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THE GREAT OCEAN COMMISSIONS CORNERSTONES
FOR REJUVENATING MARINE SCIENCE AND POLICY

< Mary HopeKatsouros <~

Heinz Center 111 Center for Science, Economics and the Environment

(Editors Note: Thisisan outline of Ms. Katsouros
talk.)

|. Purpose of the Paper

A. To compare and contrast the roles and
outcomes of a Year of the Ocean Commission
with those of the Stratton Commission.

B. Concentrating on Marine Science and Policy

1. Discuss the many accomplishments of the late
‘60sand ‘ 70s

2. Point out the central role of the Stratton
Commission

3. Comparethelate*60s, its paradigms, planning
environment, stakeholders, with those of the late
‘90s

4. Arguewhat it will taketo makethefirst decade
of the new millenium as productive asthe ‘ 70s

I1. Discussion of the Accomplishments
of the Late ‘60s and ‘ 70s

A. Marine legislation and activities

1. 1966 Sea Grant program established

2. 1966 Marine Resouces and Engineering
Development Act

3. 1970 Formation of NOAA

4. 1970 Beginning of IDOE and World Weather
Program

5. 1972 Coastal Zone Management Act
6. 1972 Clean Water Act

7. 1972 Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act

8. 1972 Marine Mammal Protection Act
9. 1973 Endangered Species Act

10. 1976 Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act

B. Late 1960s paradigms
. Marineresources “infinite’

1
2. Expand use and accel erate devel opment
3

. “Grow the economy”
C. Marine Resources and Engineering
Development Act (1966)
“Develop, encourage, and maintain a

coordinated, comprehensive, and long-range
national program—to protect health and property
and enhance commerce, transportation, and
national security—and to increase utilization of
these resources.”

V. Central Role of the Stratton Commission

A. Commission objectives
1. Maintain our expanding national economy

2. Obtain the needed resources from the marine
environment

B. Composition of Commission

1. 15 members appointed by the President from
Federal and State government, industry,
universities, and laboratories

2. 4 agvisory membersfrom among the members
in the Senate and House of Representatives

C. Commission report

1. Published Our Nation and the Sea in January,
1969
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2. 126 recommendationsin 17 categories

V. Comparison of theLate'60swith theLate‘ 90s C. Differencesin management paradigms

Can we expect similar results/outcomes from a 1. 1960s
1990s _Co-manage oceanic and atmospheric
Ocean Commission? sciences
2.1990s _ _ _
A. Differencesin stakeholders _ Co-manage physical, chemical, geologica,
biological systems; i.e. Earth as a system
1. 1960s _ _
a. Government (Federal and State) D. Differences in governance approaches
b. Industry_ 1. 1960s
c. Academia a Federal government often viewed
2 1990s as the solution to almost any problem
a Government (Federal, Regional, State, b. Federal budgets and roles were expanding
Local) c. Marine resource governance largely a
b. Industry Federal responsibility
C. Academia _ 2. 1990s
d. Environmental Community a. Solutionsto America's problems are
B. Differencesin paradigms often outside the Federal government’s
purview
1.1960s o b. Federal budgets and roles are diminishing
a. Marineresourcesinfinite c. Marine resource governance is shared
b. Expand use and accelerate devel opment by many layers of government
c. Growth and stakeholders
2. 1990s : .
a. Marine resources finite VI.  Discussion of Necessary Factors _for a
b. Balance use and conservation Productive First Decade of the New Millenium
. Sustainability
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| HE STRATTON COMMISSION AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
OF U.S. MANAGEMENT POLICY FORITSEEZ

® Roger E.McManus <«

President, Center for Marine Conservation

I ntroduction

Over thelast several monthsthe Steering Group for
the Y ear of the Ocean organized by theH. John Heinz
Il Center for Science, Economics and the
Environment hasbeen conducting aseriesof meetings
and workshops to examine the state of U.S. marine
resources and their management. The Group was
comprised of a wide spectrum of ocean interests
ranging from federa and state governments to the
resource production and transportation industries,
academia and the environmental community. Many
of theseinterestswere on opposing sidesin past policy
debates, but the Heinz Center processwasremarkable
in the shared sense of purpose by the participants to
confront marine policy issues the United States faces
inmanaging its Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). For
legal and palitical reasons the Group was constrained
from pursuing their work with the view to make
formal recommendations, but the consensus on major
themesemerging from their discussion will beevident
from the upcoming release of their report and other
venues for discusson of its content and the
deliberations of the group.

Notwithstanding, the diversity of the group, al
expressed concern about the significant challenges
facing the country in managing the U.S. EEZ and its
resources. Therewas recognition and support for the
concept that the nation’s economy, the quality of our
marine environment, and the productivity of our
marine resources are inextricably linked. There was
skepticism expressed about the effectiveness of the
current approaches to resource management, where
neither management objectives nor the strategies to
achieve them are well defined. There was concern
about the adequacy of management structure and
political will for establishing a more transparent and
effective management process. The inadequacy of

research funding, and efforts for public education
about ocean issues was a frequent topic, and the need
for increased attention to those areas was supported
by the Group.

While analysis of the work of the Stratton
Commission was not asignificant topic for the Heinz
Group, the Group did characterizeitsown effortsasa
product for use by the new Commission that would be
established by the Oceans Act that haspassed the U.S.
Senate and is currently being considered by the U.S.
House of Representatives. Further, when a House
Resources Committee staff member told the Group
that the Committee |eadership may want to constrain
the scope of the work for the Commisson to
improving the existing government structure,
members of the Group registered strong opposition to
such constraints. The Group as awhole expressed the
need to make it clear that the Commission should not
be constrained in any way regarding the scope of its
deliberations on U.S. marine resource management
need and policy. As was clear from the testimony
given by severa members of the Heinz Group who
testified at the last House Hearing on the Oceans Act,
the Group favors maintaining the independence of the
new Commissionfromany oversight by the Executive
Branch.

Early in 1996, the Center for Marine Conservation
(CMC) commissioned a paper from Michael Weber
(Weber, 1996), a former CMC Vice President for
Programs, to examine in part the potential for
establishing a new Stratton-type oceans commission
and other mechanisms for reforming U.S. marine
policy for the EEZ on the occasion of the Y ear of the
Ocean. This paper was subject to limited distribution
in Congress and the Executive Branch, and its
conclusions were the subject of presentations by Mr.
Weber and others. Mr. Weber’'s conclusions echo
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those of the Heinz Group. He strongly supported the
need for anew effort to update the work of the Stratton
Commission, recognizing the difficulty of achieving
the political conditions for establishing a new
Commission with needed authority and resources, and
for ensuring the effectiveness of itswork. This paper
draws heavily on Mr. Weber’' s work.

In hisintroduction, Mr. Weber noted: “A survey
of the last thirty years of ocean policy in the United
States showsthat changesin policy have been caused
generdly by external events, such as the Prince
William Sound oil spill or overfishing by foreign
fleets off New England. The principa and perhaps
only, exception to this rule is the so-caled Stratton
Commission, whaose 1969 report Our Nation and the
Sea led to the creation of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA)  and
contributed greatly to the passage of the Coastal Zone
Management Act.” Inthefollowing | will emphasize
that while some of the conditions that made success
of the Stratton Commission possible are present for
the proposed new Commission in the Oceans Act,
others are lacking.

For example, while recent public polling suggests
that the publicisin strong favor of conserving marine
resources and protecting the marine environment, we
should be concerned about the depth of understanding
and commitment by both the public and policy makers
for alengthy and possibly significant policy review.
Evidence for such concern can be illustrated in two
recent experiences. First, during the course of the
Heinz Group’ sddliberations, inthe Internationa Y ear
of the Ocean, while planswere proceeding feverishly
for a Nationa Ocean Conference (originaly
promoted as aWhite House Conference) inJune, and
Congressispreparing to passmajor marinelegislation
in the Oceans Act, the White House choseto cel ebrate
Earth Day with the President and Vice President of
the United States working on a hiking trail in West
Virginia. Whether consideration was given to making
the White House venue for Earth Day on the Coast, |
don’t know.

Alonesuch anincident would beinsignificant, but for
many of uswho have worked to elevate the interest of
the Executive Office of the President (EOP) in ocean
issues, it was an additional confirmation, from
extensive experience, that theseissuesdo not have high

vishility in the Executive Office of the President.
NOAA daff have complained that is the case in
pursuing their issues in this Administration’s
environmental agenda. On the other hand, recent staff
changes in the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality has increased dedicated staff time to marine
environmental issues. One of the popular notions
regarding the reasons for the success of the Stratton
Commission was that its work enjoyed significant
support from the White House. If that isarequirement,
we need to work hard to convince the Clinton
Administration that our issuesareworthy of itsconcern
and support.

Second, | was a guest on a recent radio talk show
wherel discussed the deliberations of the Heinz Group,
and emphasized the problem that the United States of
Americahad no plan for administration of the EEZ, and
that we lacked a lead agency for its management
comparable to lead agencies for public lands. One
caler who identified himsdf as a commercial
fisherman, and a marine lawyer for 20 years, argued
that such an agency existed, the “National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric  Administration”
(sic), and that NOAA essentidly had omnibus legal
authority for the EEZ, including that for minerals and
energy development. This assertion of course is
factually wrong, and indeed in practice NOAA
regularly does not assert leadership in ocean policy
within the Executive Office of the President.

Public understanding about the U.S. management
regimes and needsis not optimum for informed citizen
involvement in developing effective marine policy.
This is troublesome in that strong Congressional
support for the work of the Stratton Commission also
seemed important to its success. Without a
knowledgeable citizenry expressing their concern to
their elected policy makers, it is questionable whether
the needed level of support will be forthcoming from
the 105th and 106th Congresses.

The Stratton Commission

As Weber notes in his paper: “[T]he work of the
Stratton Commission and the White House Marine
Sciences Council in the late 1960s was the culmination
of aprocess begunin thelate 1950swith the convening
of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on
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Oceanography (NASCO), which issued severa
reports on national interests and needs in ocean
science, technology, and resource development.
According to Wenk (1972 and 1995), these reports
and the promotion of ocean interests in Congress by
the chairman of NASCO fostered the devel opment of
a group of Senators and Congressmen who became
advocates for the oceans in the 1960s, including
Senators Magnuson, Hollings and Bartlett, and
Congressmen Bonner, Lennoh, Rogers, and Hanna.”
“With the passage of the Marine Resources and
Engineering Development Act of 1966, Congress
established the Stratton Commission and the Marine
Sciences Council - the former to resolve the issue of
bureaucratic organization of Federal oceans efforts.
The report of the Stratton Commission was eagerly
awaited by agrowing group of members of Congress
-a factor that contributed greatly to the actua
implementation of some of the Commission’s mgjor
recommendations.”

In examining what made the Stratton Commission
successful and what would contribute to the success
of future such efforts, Weber observed: * One theory
of policy change described by Knecht, Cicin-Sain and
Archer (1988) holds that change occurs when three
streams of activity cometogether at the sametime. In
the first stream, problems come to the fore due to a
criss or poor performance by programs. Solutions to
these problems, meanwhile, develop in a kind of
primeval policy soup made up of conferences,
hearings, conversation, etc. Solutions survive if they
aretechnicaly feasible, suit dominant values and the
prevailing nationa mood, can be funded, enjoy
political support, and can respond to opposition. But
these two streamswill go nowhere without the energy
of the political stream, which itself swings with the
national mood, national elections, the composition of
Congressional committees and interest group
campaigns. All three streams can be influenced, but
they al must flow together if change isto occur.”

These “streams’ came together for the Stratton
Commission: a genera lack of a federd
administrative regime for the oceans, high level
political support by theWhite House and the Congress
for action, and solutions that survived in part in the
ensuing political debate. The success of the Stratton
Commission effort once it was initiated is widely

attributed to its strong mandate, the energy and kil
of itschair and staff, and the overall leadership of Vice
President Humphrey in promoting proactive revison
of U.S. marinepolicy to meet the emerging challenges
to the nation.

In evaluating why subsequent efforts failed to
substantially reform ocean policy, Weber (1996)
identified several causes, including limitsto the scope
of deliberations in those efforts and the lack of
top-level political support. These are issues that
constrainthecurrent effort tolaunch the proposed new
Commission.

The Oceans Act

There are smilarities and disturbing differences
between the work of the Stratton Commission and the
current situation that may greatly affect the success of
a new Commission. There appears to be emerging
consensus from the Heinz Center process and other
fora that the challenges facing U.S. management of
the EEZ exceed the capacity of our present policy and
management regimes. That, coupled with public
support, although its understanding and the depth of
support could be strengthened, suggests the need to
make a course adjustment after 30 years.

Fortunately there is a core group of Congressiona
leaders who paralldl those that supported the work of
the Stratton Commission. That group, however,
needs to be strengthened in numbers and otherwise
assisted in fulfilling itsrole.

Unfortunately, there is a great danger that a new
Commission will not be established, or be established
by the 105th Congress unwisaly with limitations on
the scope of its deliberations, or that it will be
inadequately funded. A Commission that is not
capable of addressing issues that have been clearly
identified as part of the needed agenda for such work
will not be the subject of investment by the growing
and diverse oceans communities. Such aCommission
will ultimately not receive the attention and support
of its work needed to ensure it will be considered a
source for major policy change.

In addition, the need for securing leadership from
the Executive Branch is confounded by three
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problems. First it is not clear that there is a strong
interest in the Executive Office of the President for the
substantive issues and chalenges, and therefore the
commitment to doing the work needed to support a
comprehensive review of U.S. ocean policy and take
needed action. While much effort was given, for
example, in preparation of the national conference in
June, it had the aura of event planning rather than as
part of an overall strategy for policy reform.

Second, similar to the situation that called for strong
leadership of Vice President Humphrey for the
successful Marine Sciences Council, there is a strong
need for Vice President Goreto assumesuch leadership
to follow through on the promise of the Oceans Act.
[Goreseemsuniquely suited to thetask. Oceanresearch
and management is a highly technical exercise which
is within the apparent persona interests of the Vice
President, and the development and conservation of
0Cean resources promises exciting new opportunities
for the economy and health and well-being of the
American people. Unfortunately, the role of the Vice
President in this effort may be impeded in the highly
partisan, national political atmosphere from which we
suffer at the end of the century. Thereis reticence by
members of the 105th Congress to give such a
potentially highly visible platform to a Democratic
candidatefor the Presidency. One solution would beto
set up Executive Branch leadership in this effort by
administrative action, but othersworry that taking such
an initiative before passage of the Oceans Act will
threaten its passage. This is a clear case of partisan
politics getting in the way of the national interest.

Third, while human population demands on ocean
resources and assaults of pollution on the marine
environment are increasing at a worrisome rate and
level, there are strong political and philosophical issues
that interfere with the further devel opment of solutions
and management regimes. In particular, the U.S.
Department of State, and the Department of Defense
are very concerned that the principles underlying the
Law of the Seaand freedom of ocean navigation not be
trammeled, or that operations important to national
security not be compromised by practices that may
restrict current practices for ocean navigation or use.
Notwithstanding substantive resource management
needs, the concerns of State and Defense often
dominate high-level policy decisons, frequently

behind closed doors and out of sight of public process.
There is recurring debate on the application of U.S.
domestic law to the EEZ and to U.S. operations on the
high seas, including with respect to the National
Environmental Policy Act and the Endangered Species
Act. Therecent decision by President Clintontorequest
the International Maritime Organization’s cooperation
in protecting right whales wasimportant in this context
inthat it establishes priority for marine conservation in
U.S. ocean policy, requiring navigational protocolsfor
protecting themarinewildlife. | expect the Department
of Defense to work to undermine the policy and to
secure adefeat to the President’ s proposal to the IMO,
but in any caseit is clear that we as a nation have to
resolve conflicting perspectives on navigation and
defense if we are to make needed progress in
edtablishing effective management regimes for our
marine territory and resources. The creation of the
Commission by the Oceans Act isamajor opportunity
to start a nationa conversation on those issues, but
unlessthe White House usesits authority to bring State
and Defenseto thetablesignificant progresswill not be
possible.

Federal Government Organization
for EEZ Management

The most critical issue facing the Commission will
be how the United States of America will effectively
governits EEZ, including identifying what changesare
needed to ensure adequate administrative authority,
financial resources, and political will to do thejob. For
years | have advocated for consolidation of marine
management authoritiesin NOAA asameansto amore
coordinated and effective management regime for the
U.S. EEZ, but | have been swimming against the
political current. While there is considerable merit in
edablishing a lead federal agency for EEZ
management, with lead authority for management
coordination and policy development, | no longer
believe that effort can simply be achieved through an
expanded and strengthened NOAA.

When NOAA was finadly established in the Nixon
Administration, it was weaker in execution than in
original concept. The agency was charged with a
major role in developing atmospheric science, and it
has an excdlent reputation for the quality of its
scientific work. There is, however, regular concern
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among its ocean constituents about the “wet side” of
NOAA, anditscapacity and will to step up totheplate
as aresource management agency.

Thescientific cultureof NOAA hasresultedingreat
administrative stability. As a non-government
organization representative principally engaged in
advocacy for strengthened conservation policy, | can
relate that changes in administrations rarely result in
sgnificant policy changes or procedures within the
agency since my experience starting with the Ford
Administration. NOAA  exhibits remarkable
bureaucratic stability, and NOAA personnel are
generally regarded as dedicated people, well qualified
for their work, who produce quality products and
services.

Some of the disappointments with NOAA'’s
performance may be attributed to its placement within
the Department of Commerce. With the notable
exception of Secretary Brown, and morerecently with
the intercession of Secretary Daley regarding the
recent right whale decision, Commerce leadership
generaly appears to be disengaged from the agency
except when its efforts to carry out its stewardship
responsibilities conflict with Departmental economic
or palitical interests. NOAA’s program and budget
needs are seemingly not priorities in the Department
and its overseers in the Office of Management and
Budget with substantialy different interests, and the
bureaucratic gap further isolates the agency’s policy
concerns from visibility within the EOP.

Unfortunately too, thesourcesof NOAA' sstrengths
may betherootsof itsweaknesses. While NOAA was
established and functionswell asan agency to develop
the science, it is increasingly called to perform
stewardship and management responsibilities for
ocean places and resources. Scientists are trained to
be reluctant to come to closure on cause and effect,
and on projecting policy in the face of a lack of
information. Such qualities make for good science,
but can lead to gridlock in developing and
implementing management policy. NOAA struggles
with making and implementing management
decisons, and its leadership is extraordinarily
sensitive to political pressure from Congress
compared, for example, to those facing smilar
responsibilitiesin the Departments of the Interior and
Agriculture, and the Environmenta Protection

Agency.

NOAA regularly operates in violation of
administrative law. While mounting administrative
responsibilities and the lack of needed staff and
funding resourcescertainly contributeto thisproblem,
the agency is consigtently late in meeting legislative
and administrative deadlines. The agency is averseto
making specific decis onswithin specifictimeframes.
Their response to controversy is often to unduly or
illegally prolong process, and process is frequently
reinvented in the face of controversy. Theresultsare
that decisions delayed, like justice, are direction
denied for effective and reliable management
regimes. And then, management decisions made are
frequently revisited in the heat of political pressure.

Failure to run an administratively tight ship makes
the agency aprime candidate for litigation, especially
for those who see significant public relations benefit
in taking the agency to court, notwithstanding there
may be more traditional or better avenuesfor solving
management problems. Perhapsthe most troublesome
result of the culture that has developed within the
agency is a drift to a seeming preference to rely on
litigation for political cover in carrying out statutory
responsihilities. Through the years NOAA staff and
leadership have made it clear that they would
welcomemorelitigation on politically difficult issues.
With litigation, the agency has an opportunity to
absolve itsdlf of responsbility for undertaking
politically unpopular administrative processes or
making unpopul ar decisions. Onceinthismindset the
appeal may becomeinescapabl e, theagency canavoid
political blame and transfer it to a statute or to the
statute' s supporters, and it can then use the complex
milieu of administrative law and litigation to provide
greater flexibility to chat an agency course
notwithstanding statutory direction or stewardship
responsibility. Threatening a wayward agency with
litigation loses its punitive and advocacy vaue if the
agency welcomes intercession by the courts with the
view to use that litigation to try to demonstrate that it
isthedemandsof thelaw not theagency thatisat fault.
Thechecksand balances of our system of government
are considerably eroded when adherence to law |oses
relevance.

After supporting expansion and consolidation of
NOAA to fill a need for better leadership in ocean
management, | have concluded that thiscoursewill be
an impediment to the goal of establishing the needed
capacity to govern our EEZ and proactively manage
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its resources to meet the chalenges of the next
century. The new Commission should have the
authority to carefully examinethisissue. And, if upon
review it concurs that alead ocean agency is needed,
| would argue that agency should essentially be
recreated from current authorities, which are scattered
among anumber of agenciesin additionto NOAA, to
one that is explicitly given as its prime directive to
provide for stewardship of the nation's marine
resources, using, of course, the best scientific
information available for making its decisions. This
may from one perspective be a reorganization based
on the current NOAA, but a new mandate for future
leadership isrequired unless we are satisfied with the
current direction.

Management Strategies for the U.S. EEZ

As noted above, the United States lacks, and in the
author’s opinion, needs a plan for its EEZ. Currently
the EEZ is managed as what is in modern terms
consdered a commons (although the post-Hardin
concept of what constitutes a commons is in stark
contrast with the high degree of social organization
used to manage commons resources in the 18th century
(Hanna, 1990)). Under the current management
regime, selected management functions for the EEZ
havebeen dealt to avariety of agencieswithinadequate
provision for resolution of conflicts. Thereisnoformal
coordination and leadership of executive branch
management actions, and no overdl framework for
conducting general policy or resolving conflicts (other
than the overarching foreign policy and defense
concerns noted above that are aired in the National
Security Council).

Increasingly, uses are being proposed for the EEZ
and its resources for which no agency has adequate
authority to control. In recent testimony before the
House of Representatives (McManus, 1998), | noted,
for example, thelack of adequate authority to address
the development of pharmaceuticals from the ocean,
products that may become the single most
economically valuable resources taken from the ocean.

Under current growth rates human population may
almost double by mid-next century, with more people
living on or near the coasts than are dlivetoday. The
pressures on the coastal and marine environment will
be enormous, and choices for meeting the needs of

people and trying to conserve marine biologica
diversity will becritical to thefuture of humanity, and
the biosphere. For those concerned with protection
and conservation of nature, and the well-being of
people, the courseisclear. We need to both increase
production and provision for direct human needs, and
protectionfor nature, anditisunlikely theseneedswill
be met by happenstance.

Tofulfill its promi se the Commission created by the
Oceans Act will have to address the need for a new
governance framework. | predict there will be a
surprising coalition of competing interests supporting
that work, but I worry that the recognition for the need
for reform is outpacing the interest or commitment of
our political leaders.
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| HE NEED TO RE-CONSIDER U.S. COASTAL POLICY

® Jack H. Archer and Richard Delaney @

University of Massachusetts

The recent “Stratton Roundtable” discussion in
Washington, D.C. (May 1, 1998), in which we
participated, was focused amost exclusively upon
ocean (EEZ) policy and issues. While a
comprehensive reexamination of themany significant
U.S. ocean poalicy issues and problems is certainly
warranted, we believe it is aso critical to recognize
the need to re-consider U.S. coasta policies,
programs, issues, and problems, which are not to be
subsumed under the broad rubric of “ocean” policy.
Consequently, we woul d endorse the establishment of
an independent national commission with sufficient
expertiseand resourceswhose mandatewould include
are-examination of coastal and ocean laws, policies
and programs, with specific emphasis upon the
complex interactions involving the land-coast-ocean
ecosystem.

In the United States, we are almost 25 years into
implementation of the federal-state-local coastal zone
management  program, which now includes
participation by 32 coastal statesandterritories. More
than $1 billion in federal dollars and nearly an equal
amount of state dollars have been expended to support
this effort. Generally, and despite the lack of “hard”
evaluative evidence, coastal management programs
are thought to be successful, and, in fact, to serve as
some kind of model for coastal management
internationally. It is apparent that, whatever else one
might say about the U.S. coastal management

experience, this unique program has become
“institutionalized” if not bureaucratized as it has
reached middle-age.

Despite this success, our concern is that serious
environmental and natural resource management
problems persist in the coastal areas of the United
States and must be considered anew, perhaps from
very different viewpoints than have prevailed in
recent decades, because, to put the matter as clearly

as we can, our current policies have not solved these
problems, with potentialy disastrous consequences
for coastal areas and resources.

Itisnot difficult to compilealist of these problems
and consequences. To illustrate, we offer several
major issues and problems that seem to be intractable
in terms of existing environmenta and coasta
policies. First, because of its ubiquity and the
seriousness of its effects, is the problem of non-point
source pollution, especialy in coasta areas and
waters. Although in 1990 the Congress established
the so-called * 621 7" program to require coastal states
to develop strategies to deal with coastal non-point
source pollution, the program has been beset with
difficulties, controversy, and lack of funding. Eight
years after its inception, the program has failed to
achieve the expectations of its proponents. But, we
hazard to say, “the technica” means to address
non-point source pollution are not particularly
difficult to devise or perhaps even very costly to
implement, in societal terms, when the magnitude of
its adverse effects are considered.

The difficulties are largely matters of policy, law,
and politics. For example, and for reasonswe will not
explore here, the legal authority to address non-point
source pollution under the Clean Water Act (CWA) is
extremely limited; thisis not to say that there is no
authority to do so under the CWA. But, for thefederal
government to assert sufficient authority under the
Constitution to deal with the problems of non-point
source pollution would result in a massive shift of
control over land and water uses from state and local
governmentstothefederal. No onehasproposed such
adirect and major re-structuring of political and legal
authority in the United States, and we would be
horrified a any such prospect. On the other hand,
states and local governments possess all the legal
authority necessary to address this problem — the
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most serious water pollution problem the nation must
confront. The difficulties lie in the areas of their
willingness and capacity to do so. Therefore, in our
opinion, a maor task of any re-examination of U.S.
coastal policy will beto devise a strategy to bring this
wealth of stateand | ocal authority into play, soto speak.
We won't anticipate the outcome of such a
re-examination, but we strongly believe that thisissue
is equally as important as any grictly “ocean” policy
issue one might suggest as worthy of attention in any
major policy review.

An important second example concerns wetlands
protection. Here, the federal government claims
substantial authority under the CWA to manage
activities affecting wetlands. Y et, the complexity and
ambiguity of the section 404 program of the CWA
have rendered it an ineffectual program to protect
wetlands. In some respects, it has become a program
to license their destruction. The congstency
provisons of the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) provide the means for states to supplement
federal authority under the CWA to protect coastal
wetlands. Y et this cons stency authority, asimportant
as it may be, isre-active (that is, it won't support a
positive, pro-active policy or program) and is subject
to review and nullification by the Secretary of
Commerce. Any study of national coastal policy must
address the adequacy of, and propose means to
strengthen, federal, state, and local authority and
capacity to protect wetlands.

A third issue of great importance in any
re-consideration of national coastal policy involves
“updating” or modernizing federal laws and
programs, such asthe CZMA, which were enacted in
an era when we were first becoming aware of the
findings of modern ecological science. Although we
believe that the CZMA was an innovative piece of
legislation, and essentially sound environmentally
and politicaly in its statee and loca
government-based approach to managing and

protecting coastal areas and resources, it does not
embody a consistent ecosystem-focused view of
coastal management. For example, the inland
boundaries of the “coasta zone’ of the states, as
defined by the CZMA, vary widely from stateto state
because the CZMA permits amost unfettered
discretion in federal and state managersto determine
such boundaries. 1nno state do they include sufficient
space to incorporate areas such as watersheds and
drainage areas where human activities and ecol ogical
processes affect coastal lands, waters, and resources.
Thislack of ecosystem management perspectiveinthe
CZMA, aswdl asin the CWA and other federal and
state laws, demands attention in any re-consideration
of U.S. coastal policy.

We could easily add to this list of coastal problems
and issuesdemanding and not receiving attention. They
are not trivial or merely involve filling in the gaps of
current policy. On the contrary, addressing them
reguires some basic re-thinking of existing coastal law,
policies, and programs within a more comprehensive
re-examination of coastal-ocean governance and of the
extensive linkages among landside activities and the
health of the oceans.

Finally, we would like to suggest that, athough a
modern “ocean” policy for the United States may
reguire the expansion of federal agency authority, such
as in the EEZ, “coastal” policy does not. We would
argue that the strategy adopted in the CZMA points us
in the right direction in devising coastal policy —
greater reliance upon state and local government
authority, greater involvement of local communities
and citizensin decisions affecting the environment and
allocating and protecting natural resources, and amore
generous provision of federa assistance and funds to
build state and loca capacity. And it may be that this
“coastal ” model is relevant to certain EEZ resource
management issues. Thisminor heresy might be worth
some attention.
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OUR OCEAN FUTURE*
(Executive Summary)

Presented by Charles A. Bookman

Project Manager, John H. Heinz 111 Center for Science, Economics and the Environment

The United States is surrounded by one of the
largest, richest, and most diverse marineterritories of
any nation. From the Arctic Ocean bordering Alaska
totheAtlantic, Caribbean, and Pacific oceansframing
the mainland, Americans enjoy and prosper from an
abundance of marine resources and activities,
including productive fisheries, globa trade, coastal
recreation, mineral and energy production, and
diverse marine ecosystems. But today these resources
and activities face an array of threats, which at best
may result inlost opportunitiesand at worst can cause
irreparable damage. Regrettably, the environmental
quality of marine areas and resources, and the
economic value of vital ocean and coastal industries
such as trade, tourism, and fishing (and the
communities that depend on these activities), will be
in jeopardy unless effective measures are taken
immediately to safeguard, protect, and restore
America s oceans and coasts.

After consulting with 200 ocean and coastal |eaders
from industry, government, academia, and
environmental organizations, The Heinz Center
Steering Group for the Year of the Ocean has
concluded that thereisan urgent need for asystematic
and comprehensive review of ocean and coasta
policies and programs. Unless action is taken now,
significant benefits to the economy and quality of life
will belost, and the United Stateswill fall behind other
nations in using and conserving the oceans and their
resources. An integrated vison, and a plan for
achieving it, must be developed for U.S. marineareas,
resources, and activities. A restructuring of national,
regional, and local mechanismsfor managing oceans
and coasts may be necessary, along with new
investments in science, education, and management.

On the podtive dde, a great diversity of
stakeholders, including all levels of government, are
interested in helping to develop and implement
solutions. Membersof the Steering Group believethat
an independent commission mandated by the U.S.
Congress and supported by the Executive Branch of
the U.S. Government offers a means to rethink the
nation’ s stake in the ocean and decide how to address
the related chalenges and opportunities. The
commission would be charged with making
recommendations to rejuvenate the nation’s ocean
and coasta policies and programs and realign them
for the future.

Ocean Issues Facing the Nation

The preeminent challengefor the United Statesisto
achieve integrated management that balances the use
of ocean resources with the conservation of those
resources. Enormous economic and environmental
benefitswould result. This challenge can bemet if the
nation can overcome the obstacles that have blocked
progressin the past. The three principal obstacles are
the following:

The nation has underinvested in the physical and
technological infrastructurenecessary for theefficient
use of the oceans and coasts. Elements of this
infrastructure include ports and waterways, research
|aboratories and facilities, and marine services.

The national and international ingtitutions and
mechanisms for governing and managing ocean and
coastal areas and resources are often fragmented and
have conflicting mandates. Insufficient effort has
been devoted to developing and applying the
knowl edge necessary for wise management.

* TheHeinz Center, 1998. Our Ocean Future. Washington, D.C., John H. Heinz 111 Center for Science, Economicsand

the Environment.
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The Steering Group defined the dimensions of these
obstacles and explored potential solutions in three
national meetings convened to focus on the following
broad issues: managing the U.S. coasts for economic
and environmental prosperity, protecting and restoring
fisheries and other living marine resources, and
advancing and applying ocean science and technology
for the use and conservation of the marineenvironment.

Managing the Coastsfor Economic and
Environmental Prosperity

Every American isaffected by the oceans. Asvast as
they are, the oceans can also be harmed by humans.
Changes in oceanic conditions in the far Pacific can
determine whether the next growing season for
Midwestern farmers will be wet or dry. Conversely,
agricultural practices, sewage processing, automobile
emissions, and other human activities generate
by-products that contain nitrogen or other nutrient
elements, which eventually find their way into the
ocean. Excess nutrients in coastal waters can trigger
harmful blooms of marine organisms that adversely
affect coasta water quality and fishery resources.
Every year, some Americans have to change vacation
plans because of beach closures, or endure “fish
scares’ in the seafood marketplace, because of
broad-based concerns about environmental quality and
public health.

The United States is by far the world's largest
marketplace. American factories and stores depend on
imported goods. Approximately 40 percent of the total
valueof U.S. foreign trade (and amuch larger share by
weight, including half of the petroleum that fuels the
economy) is carried by ship. These goods and products
are funneled through ports, which provide an essentia
link between land and sea Yet the economic
importance of portsis increasingly transparent to the
consumer, who does not aways appreciate the need to
ensure the efficiency and safety of marine
transportation. Many other activities, ranging from
beachfront development to  ocean-dependent
industries, also have economic ramifications. All of
these vital activities depend on the nation’s capability
to manage marine activities, conserve and protect
coastal and ocean resources, and, ultimately,
understand the sea.

To meet the challenge of protecting and conserving
the coastal environment, the United Stateswill need to
manage the oceans and coasts in new ways. The
economic and other consequencesof coastal sormsand
erosion need to be reduced, and sustainable economic
growth needs to be achieved in marine recreation,
marine resource development, globa trade, and other
activities. Progress in these areas increasingly lies
beyond direct federal control. A rich experience baseis
emerging on partnership approaches that build on the
roles and capabilities of the private sector; the
knowledge base provided by scientific researchers; and
the conservation and economic devel opment tools of
local, state, and federa governments. Solutions and
innovations today often require the participation of al
stakeholders, including every level of government. The
process of learning to achieve progress through
cooperation more routinely and more effectively will
beamajor undertaking, with important implicationsfor
governing ingtitutions at every level.

Protecting and Restoring Fisheriesand Other
Living Marine Resour ces

The nation also faces a difficult challenge in
developing a management regime that ensures
sustainable fisheries and fishing communities while
also protecting and nurturing marine biodiversity.
Many U.S. fish stocks are still overutilized despite
some successful restoration efforts. Although the
commitment to conservation has been strengthened in
recent legidation, a great deal of work remains to be
done to ensure that this resolve is honored in practice.
Fishery managers today need to muster the resources
and political will to identify and protect essential fish
habitat, addressthe problems of overfishing and excess
fishing capacity, minimize bycatch, address the future
of aquaculture and its potential impacts on the marine
environment, and apply management techniques that
work across jurisdictions and conserve ecosystem
values such as the protection of biodiversity.

Advancing and Applying Ocean Science
and Technology

Advances in ocean science and technology can be
applied to gainimportant new knowledge that will help
build a sustainabl e future. With new technologies and
observing systems, new levels of accuracy are
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becoming possble in the prediction of natural
disastersand climate change. With new knowledge of
plate tectonics, scientists have begun to understand
the evolution of the Earth and the implications for
predicting earthquakes and the distribution of mineral
resources. The recent identification of exotic life
forms around deep-sea hydrothermal vents suggests
that the oceans still harbor many undiscovered
treasures, perhapsincluding cluestotheoriginsof life.
The growing understanding of the complexities,
fragility, and resilience of ocean ecosystemspositions
humanity to usetheliving resources of the seawithout
adversely affecting their sustainability. But to realize
thefull potential of ocean science, new investmentsin
research, education, facilities, and international
collaboration will be required.

Moving Forward

Americans care deeply about the oceansand coasts.
The Year of the Ocean, 1998, provides a unique
opportunity to reflect on, and chart, a new and more
effective coursefor managing them. Essentia rolesin
this endeavor are aready being performed by
industry, government agencies at all levels, research
and educational institutions, and nongovern-mental
organizations. Buoyed by strong public interest, all
are poised to continue to work together toward
America’'s new ocean future. The best chance for
achieving their shared vision liesin the establishment
of an independent com-mission composed of the
nation’ socean leaders, who can recommend the most
economicaly and environmentally beneficia
directions for U.S. ocean policy and programs in the
next century.
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THE “OCEAN COMMUNITY” THEN & NOW

® JohnR.Botzum &

Editor, NautilusPressinc.

In its ninth year of existence, 1967, the newsletter,
Ocean Science News, declared that the 1970s would
be “the decade of the ocean” and that federal spending
on ocean matters would rise “much at the same rate
that the space budget did inthefirst half of the 1960s.”
The writer of those words was then-editor EW.S.
Hull, a World War 1l combat pilot with a classical
education and a bent toward writing about things
philosophical and oceanic. The author of this paper
is the current editor of that publication, OSN (or
popularly the “blue sheet™), which now isin its 40th
year.

The publication itself had been founded during an
earlier period of enthusasm when the booming
aerospace companies looked at the oceans and
decided that ocean space could become as profitable
for them as outer space. Ocean Science News spent
much of its earliest years reporting on the new
underwater submersibles which would explore the
three-quarters of the planet Earth which was|esswell
known than the backside of the moon.

The hope of profits never came to fruition for the
metal bendersinthe’ 60s, but looking toward the' 70s,
OSN could continue to be optimistic about the future
of the oceans, forecasting that again private industry
would lead the way toward the devel opment of ocean
resources, paticularly in “food from the sea
(aguaculturenot commercid fishing), drugsfromthe
sea, and offshore petroleum.”  And ocean mining
would surely follow thelead of offshore oil which had
gotten gtarted in the Gulf of Mexico some 15 years
earlier.

But problems in the oceans were already evident,
and their existence forecast a coming change in the
optimism about the future of the oceans for the
profitmakers. Remember, this was the time of
mercury-laden tuna fish.

Those problems were regarded as minor, however.
The publication continued to talk hopefully about the
then aborning Stratton Commission which would
recommend in 1968 “national goalsin the ocean and
the general means by which they are to be attained.”

By the end of 1969, OSN Editor Hull announced he
would takeapartia |eave of absenceto attend the new
University of Rhode Island Master of Marine Affairs
program -the subject matter of which was marine
geography, food & marine resource economics,
oceanography, and basic ocean engineering. In the
second semester the program would cover marine
policy affairs, internationa sea law, geologica
oceanography, and estuarine oceanography.

As Editor Hull departed for Rhode Island, he could
promisethat the‘ 70s, in contrast to the * 60s, would be
“bountiful and saltily wet” compared to the ‘60s
which had produced little more than “volumes of
didogue’, i.e. the “organizational phase’ for the
dynamic ocean community of the future.

That the ocean publication was not aone in its
optimism is evidenced by the November, 1969
conference on “Oceanography - the Challenge to
Indugtry & Investment,” held by McGraw-Hill, the
publisher of Business Week Magazine. The cost to
attend the affair in New York City at the Overseas
PressClub: $400. Presumably it would bewell worth
the cost to get a head start on ocean futures.

So, born with the aid of such unlikely mid-wivesas
Spiro Agnew, the Vice President of the U.S. under
Richard Nixon, and Maurice Stans, his Secretary of
Commerce, the new ocean era had begun with the
Stratton Commission, the formation of the Natl.
Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, and the
creation of the Natl. Advisory Committee on Oceans
& Atmosphere. Needless to remind students of
bureaucracy, there were aso plenty of other
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commissions, boards, and committees in on the
aborning, including Natl. Academy of Science and
Bureau of the Budget efforts.

Skipping ahead to today’s effort aimost 30 years
later to repeat the Stratton Commission experience
and al it entailed, including a commission and
perhaps a council, we find an entirely different
atmosphere within which a new ocean era (or really
the first such era?) must operate.

For better or for worse (we have no intention of
examining in detail the results of amost 30 years of
ocean/coastal organization and reorganization), the
ocean community today is mature, and consequently
lacking in the verve and risk-taking we associate with
youth -which surely was present 25-30 years ago in
the ocean community. Remember some of the
dreams of that time, underwater hotels, recreationa
submersibles, offshorenucl ear power plants, an ocean
curefor cancer, €etc., etc.

Moreover, there were important events to come,
which helped drive the nation’ sinterest in the oceans
in the *70s: the formative years of NOAA were just
ahead, the U.N. Law of the Sea Conference was to
beginin 1973; and therewerethefedera bureaucratic
rel ationships among ocean-rel ated agencies yet to be
edtablished. There were already important concerns
about how NOAA and the Environmental Protection
Agency would fit together in terms of their mutual
interest in the coasts and oceans. In the bureaucracy
there's nothing like a turf war to capture one's
attention.

Because, as some observers redized a the
beginning, and more understand now, the oceans are
too big to put in one agency, or for which one man can
bein charge. Land, sea, and air constitute the planet:
should we have a czar for each? If the ocean is sick
in one place, it is well in another. If it possesses
resources easily accessible to humans in one place,
they are aimost impossible to gain in another. If the
oceanisfriendly at onetime, itistheenemy of humans
in another time. With the oceans, the meaning is in
the detail.

At one of those early, and exciting, symposia held
by the Univ. of Rhodelsland, an economist, astranger
to theocean community andall itscompl exities, stated
that he didn’t understand how a group of people (the

ocean community) could be talking about the oceans
thisor that. It'severywhere, he explained; why, you
might aswell be talking about the air and form an air
community, he suggested in exasperation.

Also, we the ocean community have caused many
of our own problems. One example today’s
overfishing goes back to the U.N. decison some
40-50yearsagoto promotethe use of bigger and more
efficient fishing vessels in order to feed the world.

Today, it seemsto me, themajor issuefor the ocean
community iswhether to preservethe oceansor to try
to do good work in them for the benefit and profit of
al humans.

Finally, we should recogni ze the dependence which
the U.S. ocean community in particular has on the
whims of Congress, on the needs of the politician to
cater to his congtituencies. We are reminded that
despite al theenthusiasm for mattersoceanicin 1970,
the Congress saw fit to kill the Natl. Council on
Marine Resources & Engineering, a perfectly
respectable federal body, if somewhat dull, which a
Democratic congresswoman from the state of
Washington (of al places) felt was a waste of the
taxpayer’s money. Rep. Julia Butler Hansen looked
down on the executive secretary of the council, who
was appearing before her  appropriations
subcommittee, and declared the council’s work
“gobbledygook.”

Even now as we celebrate “ Stratton-revisited,” the
details of what actually will be accomplished or is
intended to be accomplished isnot at all clear.

The latest version of this effort has just passed the
House fisheries subcommittee. While containing al
the*“ gobbledygook” of the original Hollingshill inthe
Senate, it includes areference to the need to settle the
counter-productive themes of the Natl. Marine
Fisheries Service, namely “the relationship between
the fisheries development and fisheries conservation
responsibilities of NMFS.” This has been afavorite
topic of subcommittee chairman Jm Saxton (R-NJ)
and its presence in the bill behooves all the planners
now at work on a new “Stratton” to get to the details
and leave the generalities to those who don't really
give a damn about the oceans; they are just in the
business for self-gain, whether they are truly evil or
just stupid.
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OCEAN AND COASTAL TRENDS, 1969-1998

@ Daniel J. Bastaetal. @

National Ocean Service, NOAA

I ntroduction

This material outlines selected facts and trends on
coastal and oceantopics. Itisprovided asbackground
for the May 1, 1998 meeting of former Stratton
Commission members. Where possible, information
is compared between the periods of the late 60s and
the late 90s. In some cases data are only shown for
current or near-current conditions. Thesefactswill be
augmented, refined, and incorporated into a more
comprehensive paper on coastal and ocean conditions
in anticipation of a late summer/early fall meeting on
ocean issues and policy.

Dredging

From the US Army Cor psof Engineers
Dredging and Navigation Branch

- Over the lagt 30 years, the amount of material
dredged from U.S. ports and waterways by the US
Army Corps of Engineers and its contractors has
ranged from a high of 392 million cubic yards in
1970 to alow of 244 million cubic yardsin 1992.

- While year to year volumes can fluctuate
significantly, the long-term trend over the last 30
years has been agradua decrease in the amount of
material dredged by the US Army Corps of
Engineers nationwide.

- Overthefiveyear periodfrom 196810 1972, “new
work " dredging was about 425 million cubic yards.
Over the most recent five year period from 1993 to
1997, the figure was about 177 million cubic yards.

- The share of al dredging that is maintenance
dredging has fluctuated year to year but has dowly
increased over the last 30 years It currently

accountsfor about 85 to 90% of all US Army Corps
of Engineers dredging.

Waterborne Commerce

From the US Army Corpsof Engineers
Water bor ne Commer ce Statistics

- The tonnage of U.S. waterborne commerce grew
from 1.4 million tons in 1968 to over 2.2 millions
tonsin 1995, a 60% increase.

- Foreign cargo tonnage now exceeds domestic
tonnage.

- Import tonnage has exceeded export tonnage
consistently over the 30 year period.

- Petroleum and its related products have led al
maor commodity groups in tonnage consistently
over the period (averaging about 875 million tons
per year between 1976 and 1995). Crude materias
is the second leading group with less than half as
much tonnage.

Saltwater Recreational Fishing

From the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife
Associated Recr eation

Between 1955 and 1970, the number of
Americans, age 12 years old and older, that
participated in saltwater recreationa fishing more
than doubled from 4.6 million to 9.5 million. The
same was true for the number of days which
increased from 58.6 million to 113.7 million.

- Between 1955 and 1970, the amount spent by
Americans for saltwater recreationa fishing
increased about 71 percent when measured in 1990
constant dollars (from $2.4 billion to $4.1 billion).
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Between 1970 and 1985, the number of
Americans, age 12 years old and older, that
paticipated in satwater recreational fishing
increased 36 percent (from 9.5 million to 12.9
million), while the number of days they fished
increased about 50 percent (from 113.7 million to
171.0 million).

- Between 1970 and 1985, the amount spent by
Americans for saltwater recreationa fishing more
than doubled when measured in 1990 constant
dollars (from $4.1 billion to $8.7 hillion).

- In 1991, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
changed their survey methodology thereby ending
theability to comparethe most recent estimateswith
past estimates. The new methodology significantly
reduces the estimates for saltwater recreational
fishing. However, comparable data are now
availablefor 1991 and 1996.

Between 1991 and 1996, the number of
Americans, age 16 years old and older, that
paticipated in sadtwater recreational fishing
increased 5.6 percent (from 8.9 million to 9.4
million), while the number of daysfished increased
37 percent (from 75 million to 103 million).

- Between 1991 and 1996, the amount spent by
Americans for sadtwater recreational fishing
increased 62 percent (from $5.0 hillion to $8.1
billion).

From NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries
Service, Marine Recreational Fishing Statistics
Survey,

Note: The NMFS-MRFSS egtimates exclude
Alaska, Hawaii and Texas but do include foreign
vigitors that fish. In addition, for some years, Pacific
region estimates are not available and when they are,
in some years the State of Washington was not
included. Also, methodol ogiesfor estimating tripsand
catch changed in 1986. Party/headboat estimates are
done separately for the Southeast from North Carolina
through Texas. Thus it is difficult to patch together
much in the way of long-term trends for catch and
effort at the National level. Below are some
conclusons based on rough compilations of
information for the 1986 to 1996 period for the
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions and from 1985
to 1996 for the Pacific region.

Catch

Between 1986 and 1996, there has been a
significant decline in total catch (by weight of
harvest and total numbers) for every region of the
Nation.

- Inthe North Atlantic, catch by weight declined 74
percent and catch by number declined 53 percent.

- Inthe Mid-Atlantic, catch by weight declined 59
percent and catch by number declined 44 percent.

In the S. Atlantic, catch by weight declined 18
percent and catch by number declined 14 percent.

- Inthe Gulf of Mexico, excluding Texas, catch by
weight declined 33 percent and catch by number
declined 18 percent.

- In the Pacific, 1986 estimates were not available
so we calculated the changes between 1985 and
1996. Catch by weight declined 16 percent and
catch by number declined 21 percent.

Effort

Fishing effort, measured in number of trips,
declined in every region except the South Atlantic.

- Inthe North Atlantic, effort declined 9.7 percent.
- Inthe Mid-Atlantic, effort declined 12.4 percent.
- Inthe S. Atlantic, effort increased 12.9 percent.

In the Gulf of Mexico, effort declined 14.3
percent.

- Inthe Pecific, effort declined 21 percent.

Between 1986 and 1996, there have been
significant declines in both catch and effort from
party/headboats from North Carolina through
Texas. Effort declined 31 percent, catch by weight
declined 40 percent, and catch by number of fish
declined 52 percent.

For all other types of marinerecreation thereislittle
information available on a National basis. From the
1994-1995 National Survey on Recreation and the
Environment, afew estimatesweremadefor activities
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in the marine environment. Estimates below are
based ona1995 U.S. population of approximately 200
million Americans age 16 years old or older.

- 45million (22.5 %) visited an ocean, sound, or bay
beach and about half of them (22 million) went
swimming.

- 2.6 million (1.3 %) went surfing.
- 14.5 million (7.2%) went snorkeling/scubadiving.

9 million (4.5%) went boating in the Nation’s
oceans, sounds, and bays.

Beach Closings

From: Natural Resour ces Defense Council, Inc.
“Testing the Waters-1997"

- During 1996, at U.S. ocean, bay, and Great L akes
beaches, there were at least 2,596 individual
closings and advisories, 16 extended (6-12 weeks)
closings and advisories, and 20 permanent (over 12
weeks) closings and advisories. Including the days
of extended closings, the total comesto over 3,685
closings and advisories.

- Since 1988, there have been over 18,590 closings
and advisories and 56 extended (6-12 weeks)
closings and advisories.

- Approximately 83 percent of beach closings and
advisories in 1996 were based on monitoring that
detected bacteria levels exceeding beach water
quality standards. An estimated 13 percent werein
response to aknown pollution event (without solely
relying on monitoring results) and 4 percent were
precautionary beach closures due to rain that
carried pollution to swimming waters.

- Magjor pollution sources responsible for 1996
beach closings and advisories included:

- Polluted runoff from non-urban areas-over 486
closings/advisories

- Sewer spill and overflows-over 459
closings/advisories

- Urban stormwater runoff-over 407
closings/advisories. Combined sewer
overflows-over 275 closing/advisories

Almost every coastal and Great Lakes state
reported having at least one beach where
stormwater drains are on or near bathing beaches.

Health Risks

From: Natural Resour ces Defense Council, Inc.
“Testing the Waters-1997"

- Toxic algal blooms such as Pfiesteria piscicida,
which were discovered in North Carolinain 1991,
have been found for the past six years to be
associated with fish kills in North Carolina coastd
and estuarine waters.

Eutrophication

From NOAA’s National Estuarine
Eutrophication Survey

NOAA has made a preliminary assessment of the
conditions and trends of eutrophication symptomsin
137 of our nation’s coastal waterbodies. Information
was collected regarding the concentration, spatial
coverage and timing (duration, months of occurrence,
frequency) of extreme conditions of 16 water quality
parameters that are associated with eutrophication.
The results show that there are problems in many of
our nation’s estuaries and that most problems occur
during the summer months, however, the expression
of the problem is different among estuaries of the
different regions. These results show:

Extreme levels (>60 ug/l) of Chlorophyll a, a
measure of algal biomassthat can lead to depletion
of oxygen in bottom waters, are observed in 22 of
137 of our nation’s estuaries, usudly in the spring
and summer months.

- Hypoxia and anoxia, conditions of low dissolved
oxygen that can kill fish and/or make estuaries
unsuitable for fish habitation, are presently
observed in a total of 72 estuaries, usudly in the
summer time.

- Blooms of toxic “red tide” organisms that are
responsible for episodes of, for instance, paralytic
and amnesic shellfish poisoning, occur in 61 of our
nation’s 137 estuaries, usually in the summer time.

- Between 1970 and 1995, Chl a concentrations
trendsincreased in 24 of our nation’ s estuaries and
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haf of the increasing trends are observed in
estuaries of the Gulf of Mexico.

- Between 1970 and 1995, toxic bloom occurrences
increased in frequency in three estuaries and have
decreased in two estuaries.

Between 1970 and 1995, the spatial extent of
hypoxic occurrences increased in 11 estuaries,
while for 12 estuaries spatial coverage has
decreased.

Agriculture

- In 1991 there were approximately 2,800 major and
17,000 minor point source facilitiesin the Nation’s
coastal watersheds.

In 1972, the total annualized cost of water
pollution control in the U.S. including point and
nonpoint sources and drinking water was
approximately $10 billion. In 1995, that amount
had increased to $50 billion.

- In 1972, the total annual cost of environmenta
protection was estimated at $26 billion (0.87% of
the GNP). In 1995, the total cost of environmental
protection was estimated at $131 billion (2.53% of
the GNP).

From the USGS Pesticide Use Data Base, USDA
Situations and Outlook Report, and the U.S.

Census of Agriculture (USDOC). Fish Kills

- In 1968, approximately 22 million pounds of
pesticides were applied to agriculturd lands in
coastal watersheds of the U.S. Over 37 million
pounds are estimated to have been applied in 1992.

- In 1968, approximately 9 million pounds of
insecticides, primarily the persistent and highly
accumulative organochlorines such as DDT and
Toxaphene were applied to agricultura lands in
coastal watersheds. In 1992, less than 7 million
poundsof insecticideswere applied, the mgjority of
whichwerethelesspersistent and lessaccumul ative
organophos- phorus and carbamate compounds.

- In 1968, herbicides accounted for approximately
48 percent of total agricultural pesticideapplication.
Beginninginthe1970's, theuseof agroup of newer
herbicides including aachlor, atrazine and
metolachlor dramatically increased the agricultura
use of this class of pesticide. In 1992, herbicides
accounted for over 76 percent of total application.

- The number of farms in the U.S. has decreased
from 2.3 million in 1974 to 1.9 million in 1992
according to the Censusof Agriculturepublished by
DOC. At the sametime, the average size of farms
has increased from 315 acresin 1974 to 531 acres
in 1992.

Point and Nonpoint Sources

From NOAA’sFish Killsin Coastal Waters,
1980-1989

- Between 1980 and 1989, the number of annual fish
kill events record by coastal states increased from
about 280 to 450, due in part to better monitoring of
the events. The number of fish killed in these
events, however, decreased from 550 million in
1980 to less than 50 million in 1989.

Shellfish
From the National Shellfish Register

- In 1971, there were atotal of 14 million acres of
classified shellfish growing waters, 10 million (73
percent) of which were approved for harvest, and
3.2million (23 percent) closed due to human health
risks. In 1995, there was atotal of 21 million acres
of classified shellfish growing waters, 15 million
(69 percent) of which were approved for harvest,
with 13 percent (2.8 million acres) closed to harvest
due to human health concerns.

- 1n 1995, the major pollution sources contributing
to shellfish harvest included urban runoff, wildlife,
upstream sources, and individual wastewater
treatment systems (e.g., septic systems).

Contamination of the Marine Environment

From NOAA’s National Statusand Trends
Program, Mussel Watch Program

From NOAA’s National Coastal Pollutant
Discharge Inventory

- Results from annual collections and chemical
analyses of mussels and oysters from sites located
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throughout the marine coast of the United States
show decreasing trends, on a national scale, for
chemicals such as chlorinated hydrocarbons (e.g.,
DDT and cPCBs), tributyl tin (antifoulant), and
trace elements (cadmium and arsenic), whose use
has been banned or greatly decreased.
Concentrations of most other chemicals are neither
increasing or decreasing.

Superfund Sites

From the USEPA Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIYS)

- The US EPA hasidentified almost 8000 potential
superfund sites in the 31 sates (including
Washington, DC) that border the nation’ s coasts.

Toxic Releases
From the USEPA Toxic Release I nventory

- Over 1.6 billion pounds of toxic material were
released on-siteat facilitiesin coastal statesin 1995.

Oil Spills

From the US Coast Guard Pollution I ncident
Reporting System

- Thenumber of oil spillsreported to the US Coast
Guard decreased by about 30% from the early 70s
to the late 80s. However, from the late 80s to the
early 90s, numbers of spills reported returned to
prior levels (about 9000 per year nationwide).

- On average, about one-haf of reported spills(and
spill volume) occur seaward of the coastal baseline.

- The median size spill reported to the US Coast
Guard decreased from about 15 galons in 1974 to
about two galonsin 1993.

- National spill volumesfluctuatewidely depending
on the occurrence or nonoccurrence of very large
catastrophic events (like the EXXON VALDEZ).
There has, however, been a trend towards lower
spill volumes over the period from the early 70sto
the early 90s.

Qil Spill Response

From the US Coast Guard “ US Oil Spill
Response Equipment at a Glance” report
produced by the National Strike Force
Coordination Center

- There are dmost six million feet of containment,
protective, and fire oil spill response boom stored
around the country.

- There are amost five million barrels of storage
available in approximately 320 vessels moored
around the country.

- Theamost 1400 skimmersintheU.S. haveatotd
effective daily recovery capacity of amost 2.8
million barrels.

Hazards

From thelnsurance Institute for Property Loss
Reduction report “ Coastal Exposure and
Community Protection, Hurricane Andrew’s

L egacy”

- The total value of insured coastal property
exposures increased from $1.86 trillion in 1988 to
$3.15 trillion in 1993, an increase of 69%.

Property exposures in all Gulf of Mexico and
Atlantic Coast states (except Louisiana) more than
doubled in value from 1980-1993.

- From 1980-1993, the value of insured residentid
exposures increased by 166%; commercia
exposures went up 193%.

Population Summary

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census & National
Planning Association, I nc.

- The population in coastal counties hasincreased
from 110 million in 1970 to 138 million peoplein
1994. Thisisan increase or 28 million or 26%.

- The stateswith highest rate of populationincrease
between 1970 and 1994 include: Alaska (117%),
Florida (Gulf - 108%), Florida (Atlantic -105%),
Texas (70%), New Hampshire (62%), and
Washington (61%).

- Coastal areasarethemost developedinthenation.
This narrow fringe-comprisng 17% of the
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contiguous U.S. land area-is home to more than
53% of the nation’ s population. Further, thiscoastal
population is increasing by 3,600 people per day,
giving a projected total increase of 27 million
people between now and 2015.

- Coagtal areas are crowded and becoming more so
every day. Morethan 139 million people-about 53%
of the national total-reside along the narrow coastal
fringes. This population is expected to increase by
an average of 3,600 people per day, reaching 165
million by the year 2015. This rate of growth is
faster than that for the nation as awhole.

- Coastal areas are becoming more crowded every
year in the United States. In 1970, an average of
218 people were living on each square mile of
coastal land (excluding that in Alaska). This
population density increased to 273 persons per
square mile by 1994, and is expected to reach 327
by 2015. Population densities are highest along the
East Coast, especially in the Northeast.

- The population on the coast outnumbers the
population of the nation’s vast honcoastal interior
by over 16 million people. The noncoasta
population, numbering about 122 million, is
distributed across the majority of the national land
area

- The coast includes the nation's most populous
cities. Infact, 14 of the 20 largest cities are located
in the coastal zone. The populationin seven of these
cities exceeds one million people.

- Coastal counties lead in many demographic
indicators. During the last decade, 17 of the 20
fastest growing counties were located along the
coast. In addition, the coast accounts for 19 of the
20 most densely populated countiesin the country.
Coadtal counties are aso undergoing more
development than noncoastal areas, asthey include
16 of the 20 countieswith the largest number of new
housing units under construction. With 18 of the 20
leading counties in per capitaincome |located along
the coast, these counties are also among the nation’s
wealthiest (Bureau of the Census, 19944).

- Many areas along the coast have grown rapidly
from a small population base in the past few
decades. Rapid population growth has occurred
since 1970 in vacation and retirement communities
in Florida, especially along itswestern coast. Rapid

rates of growth have also occurred in “exurban”
counties such as Prince William (VA), Stafford
(VA) and Cavert (MD), located along the
Washington, DC metropolitan area’s outer fringe.
Dare (NC), Dorchester and Berkeley (SC) and
Virginia Beach (VA) Counties typify southeastern
counties where economic development and
relocating retirees are fueling rapid population
growth.

Population Trends

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

Coastal population growth includes both a
movement toward the shore and the expansion of a
large population base. Coastal population grew
rapidly in the 1960s and 1980s. In the 1960s,
coastal popul ation soared by 16%, from 95 million
people to over 110 million; in the 1980s, the
population grew another 11% (14 million).
Population increases during the 1990s and between
2000 and 2010 are projected to increase by about
9% (12 to 13 million people) in each decade.

- The coastal portion of the U.S. population has
been, and will continueto be, relatively stable. It has
averaged between 53% and 54% of the national
population total since 1960. This proportion is
expected to remain the same by 2015. Currently,
53.2% of the U.S. population resides in coastal
counties.

Urban Population

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

- About 84% of the U.S. coastal county population
resided in urban areas in 1990.

- Thecoasta county urban population hasincreased
from89 millionin1970to 112 millionin1990. The
urban population was only 58 million in 1950.
Consequently, the population residing in urban
areas almost doubled between 1950 and 1990.

States that have the highest percentage of their
coastal population residing in urban areas include:
Illinois (99%), Cdifornia (95%), New Jersey
(90%), Hawaii (89%), and New Y ork (88%).

- States that have the lowest percentage of their
coastal population residing in urban areas include:
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Maine (45%), North Carolina (49%), South
Carolina (54%), New Hampshire (54%), Georgia
(56%), and Mississippi (58%).

- The largest urban populations in 1990 were
located in: Cadifornia (26.4 million), New Y ork
(26.2million), Forida(12.7 million), Michigan (8.3
million), and New Jersey (7.7 million).

The states with low urban populations in 1990
include: Minnesota (242,000), Alaska (449,000),
Mississippi (509,000), Alabama (642,000), and
Delaware (669,000).

Urban Land Area

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

- Coastal counties have 41,175 sguare miles of
urban land. This represents 8% of the U.S. coasta
county land area (excluding Alaska).

- 84% of the coastal county population lives on 8%
of the coastal county land area.

- The states with the greatest percentage of coastal
land classfied as wurban include: Illinois
(80%-dominated by Cook County), New Jersey
(34%), Massachusetts (31%), Rhode Idand (29%),
and Connecticut (26%).

- States with the most coastal land classified as
urban include: Cdlifornia (6791 square miles),
Florida (5,018 sqguare miles), New York (2,964
squaremiles), and New Jersey (2,406 square miles).

- Excluding Alaska, states with the least coastal
urban land include: Minnesota (180 sguare miles),
Delaware (209 square miles), Rhode Idand (298
square miles), and Mississippi (308 square miles).

- The states with lowest percentage of coasta land
classified as urban (excluding Alaska) include:
Minnesota (2%), Oregon (2%), North Carolina
(3%), Georgia (3%), and Maine (3%).

- Urbanlandincoastal countiesincreased by almost
33 percent (morethan 10,000 squaremiles) between
1970 and 1990.

- States that had the largest increase in urban land
area between 1970 and 1990 include: California

(3,036 square miles), Florida (2,945 square miles),
New York (1,971 square miles), Texas (1,421
squaremiles), New Jersey (1,341 squaremiles), and
Michigan (1,021 square miles).

Landin Farms

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

- 1n 1992, 27% of the coastal county land areawas
in farms. This was a decrease from 31% in 1982.
(Both statements exclude Alaska.)

- Coastal farmland decreased from 158,000 square
milesin 1982 to 138,000 square milesin 1992.

- States that had the largest decrease in farmland
include: Florida (-3,356 square miles), California
(-3,170 square miles), Texas (-1,973 square miles),
New Y ork (-1,507 square miles), Michigan (-1,179
square miles), and South Carolina (-1,037 square
miles).

- States with the most coastal farmland include:
Texas (27,511 m2), Cdlifornia (20,603 sguare
miles), Forida (15,49 square miles), and Michigan
(13,444 square miles).

Seasonal Housing

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

- About 1.7 million seasonal homes-approximately
2,500 homes per county-aresituated along the coast.

- The number of seasonal homesin coastal counties
increased from about 746,000 units in 1970 to
1,689,000 unitsin 1990. Thisrepresents anincrease
of 943,000 vacation homesin 20 years.

- The heaviest concentration of seasona housing
lies along the Northeast Coadt, particularly on the
barrier islands. In 1997, about 484,000 seasonal
homes (eg., single-family homes, cottages,
condominiums) are located along the northeastern
seaboard. More than one-fifth of these seasonal
dwellings are concentrated aong the New Jersey
shore. Massachusetts (18%), New Y ork (17%) and
Maine (16%) also account for large shares of second
homes a ong the Northeast Coast.
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Housing From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census - Coastal states account for about 81 percent of al

- Between 1970 and 1994, more than 18.9 million
homes were constructed along the nation’s coast.
Almost 60% of thistota (11.3 million homes) were
single family dwellings. The remaining 40% (7.6
million homes) were townhomes, condominiums,
apartments, duplexes, etc.-multi-unit dwellings.

The most dramatic growth since 1970 has
occurred in Horida and Cdifornia, where an
estimated 7.6 million housing unitswere authorized
for construction. Nearly 40% of all new housing
construction along the U.S. coast occurs in these
two states.

- Ascoasta areasbecomemorecrowded, sprawling
suburban and exurban patterns often characterize
development. In addition to the 5,800 housing units
in multi-unit buildings that are built every week,
about 8,700 new singlefamily homes are
constructed along the coast. Single-family housing
developments frequently include large homes on
largelots. For example, amost one-third of all new
home construction is for houses with more than
2,400 sq. ft of floor area (Bureau of the Census,
1994b). Further, the median lot size in the United
Statesis about 17,000 sg. ft.

Manufacturing

(Note: datafor al countiesin coastal states-not just

federal, state, and loca employees in the United
States. California employs the greatest number of
public employees at al levels. It accounts for 13.8
million federal, state, and local employees. About
84% of the workers are employed at the state and
local level.

Income

(Note: datafor all countiesin coastal states-not just

coastal counties)

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census

- The median household income in coastal states
increased from about $9,700 1969 to $35,000 in
1995. Household incomein coastal statesisslightly
higher than in the interior US.

- Thelargest rate of increase in household income
between 1969 and 1995 occurred in the South. The
median household income increased by more than
300% in Mississippi, Virginia, Georgia, and North
Carolina

Water Use

(Note: datafor all countiesin coastal states-not just

coastal counties) coastal counties)

From the U.S. Bureau of the Census From the U.S. Geological Survey

- About 85% of all manufacturing establishments
and employees are located in coastal dates.
California leads in the number of manufacturing
establishments and workers.

- Cdlifornia leads all coastal states in the value of
manufacturing production, accounting for $132
billion in 1987-about 11 percent of the nationa
total. New York ($80 hillion), Ohio ($72 billion),
Texas ($64 billion), and lllinois ($63 billion)
followed.

Employment

(Note: datafor al countiesin coastal states-not just
coastal counties)

- Water withdrawal sin coastal stateshaveincreased
only slightly from atotal of 276 billion gallons per
day in 1985 to about 277 hillion gallons per day in
1995.

- Withdrawals in coastal states account for a little
more than two-thirds of total U.S. withdrawals
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Appendix 1

The Marine Resources and Engineering Development
Act of 1966

Public Law 89454
89th Congress, S. 944
June 17, 1966

an Act

To provide for a comprehensive, long-range, and coordinated national program in
marine science, to establish a National Council on Marine Resources and Engi-
neering Development, and a Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and
Resources, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may Marine Re-
be cited as the “Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of s and
9 ngineering
1966”. Development
DECLARATION OF POLICY AND OBJECTIVES Act of 1968.

Skc. 2. (a) It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States
to develop, encourage, and maintain a coordinated, comprehensive, and
long-range nationaﬁ)rogram in marine science for the %eneﬁt of man-
kind to assist in protection of health and property, enhancement of
commerce, transportation, and national security, rehabilitation of our
commercial fisheries, and increased utilization of these and other
resources. 80 STAT. 203.
(b) The marine science activities of the United States should be 50 STAT.204.
conducted so as to contribute to the following objectives : )

(1) The accelerated development of t%xe resources of the marine
environment. )

(2) The expansion of human knowledge of the marine environ-
ment.

(3) The encouragement of private investment enterprise in ex-
ploration, t,echnolo%ical development, marine commerce, and eco-
nomic utilization of the resources of the marine environment.

(4) The preservation of the role of the United States as a leader
in marine science and resource development. . .

(5)The advancement of educational and training in marine
science.

(6) The development and improvement of the capabilities, per-
formance, use, and efficiency of vehicles, equipment, and instru-
ments for use in exploration, research, surveys, the recovery of
resources, and the transmission of energy in the marine environ-
ment.

(7) The effective utilization of the scientific and engineering
resources of the Nation, with close cooperation among all inter-
ested agencies, public and private, in order to avoid unnecessary
duplication of effort, facilities, and equipment, or waste.
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78 Stat. 416.
5 USC 2211.
80 STAT. 204.

80 STAT. 205.
63 Stat. 954,
5 USC 1071
note.

79 Stat. 1111,
5 USC 1113.

(8) The cooperation by the United States with other nations
and groups of nations and international organizations in marine
science activities when such cooperation is in the national interest.

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MARINE RESOURCES AND ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT

Skc. 3. (a) There is hereby established, in the Executive Office of the
President, the National Council on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development (hereinafter called the “Council”) which shall be com-
posed of—

(1) The Vice President, who shall be Chairman of the Council.
(2) The Secretary of State.

(3) The Secretary of the Navy.

(4) The Secretary of the Interior.

(5) The Secretary of Commerce.

(6) The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.

(7) The Director of the National Science Foundation.

(8) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

(9) The Secretary of the Treasury.

(b) The President may name to the Council such other officers and
officials as he deems advisable.

(¢) The President shall from time to time designate one of the mem-
bers of the Council to preside over meetings of the Council during the
absence, disability, or unavailability of the Chairman. o

(d) Each member of the Council, except those designated pursuant
to subsection (b), may designate any officer of his department or agency
appointed with the advice and consent of the Senate to serve on the
Council as his alternate in his unavoidable absence.

(e) The Council may employ a staff to be headed by a civilian execu-
tive secretary who shall be a%}l)ointed by the President and shall receive
compensation at a rate established by the President at not to exceed
that of level IT of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule. The execu-
tive secretary, subject to the direction of the Council, is authorized to
appoint and fix the compensation of such personnel, including not more
than seven persons who may be appointed without regard to civil serv-
ice laws or the Classification Act of 1949 and compensated at not to
exceed the highest rate of grade 18 of the General Schedule of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, as may be necessary to perform
such duties as may be prescribed by the President.

(f) The provisions of this Act with respect to the Council shall ex-
pire one hundred and twenty days after the submission of the final
report of the Commission pursuant to section 5(h).

RESPONSIBILITIES

Skc. 4. (a) In conformity with the provisions of section 2 of this
Act, it shall be the duty of the President with the advice and assist-
ance of the Council to—

(1) survey all significant marine science activities, including
the policies, plans, programs, and accomplishments of all depart-



ments and agencies of the United States engaged in such

activities;

(2) develop a comprehensive program of marine science activi-
ties, including, but not limited to, exploration, description and
prediction of the marine environment, exploitation and conser-
vation of the resources of the marine environment, marine en-
gineering, studies of air-sea interaction, transmission of energy,
and communications, to be conducted by departments and agen-
cies of the United States, independently or in cooperation with
such non-Federal organizations as States, institutions and
industry;

(3) l37esignate and fix responsibility for the conduct of the fore-
going marine science activities by departments and agencies of the
United States;

(4) insure cooperation and resolve differences arising among
departments and agencies of the United States with respect to
marine science activities under this Act, including differences as
to whether a particular project is a marine science activity;

(5) undertake a comprehensive study, by contract or other-

* wise, of the legal problems arising out of the management, use,

development, recovery, and control of the resources o%the marine
environment;

(6) establish long-range studies of the potential bemefits to
the United States economy, security, health, and welfare to be
gained from marine resources, engineering, and science, and the
costs involved in obtaining such benefits; and

(7) review annually all marine science activities conducted
by departments and agencies of the United States in light of
the policies, plans, programs, and priorities developed pursuant
to this Act.

(b) In the planning and conduct of a coordinated Federal pro-
gram the President and the Council shall utilize such staff, inter-
agency, and non-Government advisory arrangements as they may
find necessary and appropriate and shall consult with departments
and agencies concerned with marine science activities and solicit the
views of non-Federal organizations and individuals with capabilities
in marine sciences.

COMMISSION ON MARINE SCIENCE, ENGINEERING, AND RESOURCES

Sec. 5. (a) The President shall establish a Commission on Marine
Science, Engineering, and Resources (in this Act referred to as the
“Commission”). The Commission shall be composed of fifteen mem-
bers appointed by the President, including individuals drawn from
Federal and State governments, industry, universities, laboratories
and other institutions engaged in marine scientific or technological
pursuits, but not more than five members shall be from the Federal
Government. In addition the Commission shall have four advisory
members appointed by the President from among the Members of
the Senate and the House of Representatives. Such advisory mem-
bers shall not participate, except in an advisory capacity, in the
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a1 Stat. BOA ;
T3 Bear. 330,
7 (18

03 Stat 10

83 Bear. DE4.

formulation of the findings and recommendations of the Commis-
sion. The President shall select a Chairman and Viee Chalrman
from AmOng such fiftesn mambers, The Vies Chairman shall act ns
Chairman in the latter’s nbsence. o _

ib) The Commission shall make a comprehensive investigation and
study of all aspects of marine science in order to recommend an over-
all plan for an adequate national cceancgraphic program that will
meet the present and future national needs, The Commission shall
undertake o review of existing and planned marine science activities
of the United States in order to assess their adequacy in mesting the
objectives set forth under seetion 2(b), including but not limited to
the following

{1) Review the known and contemplated needs for natural re-
sources from the marine environment to maintain our expanding
nationel economy.

{2} Review the surveys, applied research programs, and ocean
engineering projects required to obtain the needed rescurces from
the marine environment. _ )

i3} Review the existing national research programs to insure
realistic and adequate support for basic oceanographic research
that will enhmcﬂimm.n welfare and scientific knowledge.

{4) Review the existing m&ﬁl!phm and ocean enginesring
programs, including education and technical training, to deter-
mine which programs are required to advance our national cceano-
graphic competence and stature and which are not adequately
agpnortad.

3-;1. Analyze the findings of the sbove reviews, including the -
economic factors involved, and recommend an adaquate national
marine science program that will meet the present and future
netional needs without unnecessary duplication of effort. .

{6) Recommend a Governmental organizational plan with esti-
mated cost. )

{e) Members of the Commission ﬂnt&d from outside the Gow-
ernment shall each recaive $100 per diem when engnged in the actual
performance of duties of the Commission and reiorbursement of travel
expenses, ineluding per diem in lien of subsistence, as nuthorized in
section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1846, as amended
{5 1.8.0, T3b-2), for persons employed intermittently. Members of
the Commission appointed from within the Government shall serve
without additional compensation to that meeived for their services to
the Government but shall be reimbursed for travel expenses, including
per diem in lien of subsistence, as authorized in the Aect of June 9,
1940, a5 amended (5 [7.8.C, 835-B42).

{d) The Commission shall appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as it deems advisable in accordance with the civil serv-
ice laws and the Classification Act of 1049, as amended, In addition,

5 USC 1071 ee4, the Commission muy seure tem Iy and intermittent services Lo

o VST 3.,

the same extent as is authorized for the departments by section 15 of
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 810) but at mates
not to exceed $100 per diem for individuals.



(e) The Chairman of the Commission shall be responsible for (1) 80 STAT.206.
the assignment of duties and responsibilities among such personnel 80 STAT.207.
and their continuing supervision, and (2) the use and expenditures of
funds available to the Commission. In carrying out the provisions
of this subsection, the Chairman shall be governed by the general
Eolicies of the Commission with respect to the work to be accomplished

y it and the timing thereof.

(f) Financial and administrative services (including those related
to budgeting, accounting, financial reporting, personnel, and procure-
ment) may be provided the Commission by the General Services Ad-
ministration, for which payment shall be made in advance, or by reim-
bursement from funds of the Commission in such amounts as may be
agreed upon by the Chairman of the Commission and the Adminis-
trator of General Services: Provided, That the regulations of the Gen-
eral Services Administration for the collection of indebtedness of per-
sonne] resulting from erroneous payments (5 U.S.C. 46d) shall apply to s stat. 482.
the collection of erroneous payments made to or on behalf of a Com-
mission employee, and regulations of said Administrator for the ad-
ministrative control of funds (31 U.S.C. 665(g)) shall apply to 64 stat. 767
appropriations of the Commission: And provided further, That the
Commission shall not be required to prescribe such regulations.

(g) The Commission is authorized to secure directly from any execu-
tive department, agency, or independent instrumentality of the Govern-
ment any information it deems necessary to carry out its functions
under this Act; and each such department, agency, and instrumentality
is authorized to cooperate with the Commission and, to the extent per-
mitted by law, to furnish such information to the Commission, upon
request made by the Chairman.

(h) The Commission shall submit to the President, via the Council, Report to
and to the Congress not later than eighteen months after the establish- f;?éi:?r ess
ment of the Commission as provided in subsection (a) of this section, a )
final report of its findings and recommendations. The Commission
shall cease to exist thirty days after it has submitted its final report.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

Sec. 6. The Council, under the foreign policy guidance of the Presi-
dent and as he may request, shall coordinate a program of international
cooperation In work done pursuant to this Act, pursuant to agree-
ments made by the President with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

REPORTS

Sec. 7. (a) The President shall transmit to the Congress in January
of each year a report, which shall include (1) a comprehensive descrip-
tion of the activities and the accomplishments of all agencies and de-
partments of the United States in the field of marine science during
the preceding fiscal year, and (2) an evaluation of such activities and
X:complishments in terms of the objectives set forth pursuant to this

ct.
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80 STAT. 207.

80 STAT. 208.

(b) Reports made under this section shall contain such recommenda-
tions for legislation as the President may consider necessary or desir-
able for the attainment of the objectives of this Act, and shall contain
an estimate of funding requirements of each agency and department of
the United States for marine science activities during the succeeding
fiscal year.

DEFINITIONS

Skc. 8. For the purposes of this Act the term “marine science” shall be
deemed to apply to oceanographic and scientific endeavors and disci-
plines, and engineering and technology in and with relation to the
marine environment; and the term “marine environment” shall be
deemed to include (a) the oceans, (b) the Continental Shelf of the
United States, (¢) the Great Lakes, (d) seabed and subsoil of the sub-
marine areas adjacent to the coasts of the United States to the depth of
two hundred meters, or beyond that limit, to where the depths of the
superjacent waters admit of the exploitation of the natural resources
of such areas, (e) the seabed and subsoil of similar submarine areas
adjacent to the coasts of islands which comprise United States terri-
tory, and (f) the resources thereof.

AUTHORIZATION

Skc. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary to carry out this Act, but sums appropriated for any
one fiscal year shall not exceed $1,500,000.

Approved June 17,1966.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:
HOUSE REPORTS: No. 1025 (Comm. on Merchant Marine & Fisheries)
and No. 1548 (Comm. of Conference).
SENATE REPORT No. 528 (Comm. on Commerce).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
Vol. 111 (1965) : Aug. 5, considered and passed Senate.
Sept. 20, considered and passed House, amended.
Vol. 112 (1966) : May 26, House agreed to conference report.
June 2, Senate agreed to conferemce report.
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1998

DIALOGUES ON
NATIONAL OCEAN POLICY

A series of discussions and analyses aimed at enhancing
ocean and coastal policy in the United States

—

Background
In the past few years, and especially during the 1998 International Year of the Ocean, there has been growing

realization that concerted efforts must be made to reexamine national ocean policy in the United States, to
assess how well we are managing our oceans and coasts, and to provide a vision for the governance of these
resources of great value to the American people into the 21st century and beyond. Examples of renewed
interest in the reexamination of national ocean policy include the Oceéans Act of 1997 (pending in Congress,
which would create a national ocean policy commission and a national ocean coungjl), efforts by an inter-
agency federal group to assess federal ocean policy in conjunction with the Year of the Ocean, discussions
among stakeholder groups being organized by the Heinz Center on particular areas of ocean policy, NOAA's
work on defining Coastal Stewardship, and major initiatives by ocean interests, such as Seaweb and the Center
for Marine Conservation, in drawing attention to issues of resouce depletion and ocean conservation.

The Dialogues on National Ocean Policy

This collaborative effort among all major ocean interests— governmental, non-governmental, industry, and
academia— is aimed at identifying major problems and opportunities in national ocean policy, with a view to
developing policy options for improved management of the ocean and coastal resources of the United States to
the limits of national jurisdiction, the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone.

The effort, initially being organized by academic and governmental partners (the Center for the Study of Marine
Policy, the Ocean Governance Study Group, and the National Ocean Service, NOAA), will invite the
collaboration of all relevant groups— in government (federal, state, and local levels), in the non-governmental
sector, industry sector, and in academia, in the common search for improved governance of the nation's oceans

and coasts.

Nature of the Dialogues .
By "Dialogues,"” we mean a range of activities aimed at exploring, identifying, discussing, and fostering
communication on: the current status of national ocean policy, trends that will affect national ocean policy in
the future, and options for policy improvement. This will include: ' :

e The conduct of discussions on aspects of national ocean policy (e.g., assessing past actions
and progress made, identifying forces and trends that will influence national ocean policy,
communicating the perspectives of different ocean interests on national ocean policy);

e Policy analyses and amalytical studies on various aspects of national ocean policy;
(continues)

Organized by-the Center for the Study of Marine Policy, the Ocean
Governance Study Group, and the National Ocean Service, NGAA,
in collaboration with other governmental and non-governmental partners
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e Dissemination of information on ongoing developments in national ocean policy via a newsletter,
white papers, videos, and a specially dedicated web site.

Stratton Roundtable
This roundtable, to be held in Washington, D.C. on May 1, 1998, will focus on the lessons learned in the

Stratton Commission's review of national ocean policy which was conducted between 1966 and 1969 (the last
time a comprehensive examination of ocean and coastal activities took place). Former members of the
Commission and its staff will meet with a small group of academics, congressional staff, ocean interests, and
other participants to review and assess the way in which the Commission conducted its work with a view
toward providing recommendations for the (expected) new ocean policy commission. To foster informal
discussion, this meeting will necessarily be small and involve only about 20 participants. The outputs of the
meeting-- perspectives papers and a video with interviews with the former members and staff of the Stratton

Commission, will be widely available. N

The Present National Ocean Policy Context: Forces for Change

This dialogue will focus on understanding the implications for U.S. ocean policy of the very significant changes
that have occurred in the last 30 years including such factors as the environmental movement, the elevation of
energy concerns to national and international agendas, the growth in the management capacity of coastal states,
the passage and implementation of a dozen federal coastal and ocean laws, th& adoption of a wide range of
global agreements on oceans and coasts. The meeting will also identify important developments in ocean and
coastal policy, and will examine and analyze trends that are likely to influence national ocean policy in the
future. Such trends might include those derived from technological and industry-driven innovations, changes in
the international governance framework, demographic pressures on the coast, changes in ocean industries (e.g.,
fisheries depletion, growth in tourism worldwide), the actions of non-governmental organizations. Papers
analyzing past changes and future trends will be invited.

Information Exchange on National Ocean Policy
A series of information products will be prepared to facilitate the exchange of information among various ocean

groups, government, industry, and academia, e.g.:

e A periodic bulletin, Ocean Governance Network News, will include sections
on developments in ocean policy in Congress, the Administration, state
level, NGOs, industry, international, and will include an Opinion—exchange of views

section;

s A bibliography on major works on national ocean policy;

o Issue papers on various aspects of national ocean policy;

e Results of roundtables, dialogues, and discussions.
March 1998

For further information, please contact Professors Biliana Cicin-Sain and Robert W. Knecht, Co-Directors,
Center for the Study of Marine Policy, Graduate College of Marine Studies, University of Delaware, Newark,
Delaware 19716; (302) 831-8086 (phone), fax (302) 831-3668, email: bcs@udel.edu

See also National OcearrService, NOAA, "Creating a National Dialogue on Coastal Stewardship, " Dr. Nancy
Foster, Assistant Administrator for Ocean Services and Coastal Zone Management, National Ocean Service,
NOAA, 1315 East West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910, (301) 713-3074
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Appendix 5

Draft Announcement of Workshops on
“The Present Context of National Ocean Policy
and Future Trends” (Fall 1998)



K Draft Announcement \

Fall 1998 Workshops on

The Present Context of Ocean and Coastal Policy
and Future Trends

Organized by:

the Center for the Study of Marine Policy,
the National Ocean Service, NOAA and the Ocean Governance Study Group,
in collaboration with other governmental and non-governmental partners

Two workshops are planned for Fall 1998 to: 1) examine major changes that have taken place in U.S.
ocean and coastal policy in the past thirty years and to 2) assess e trends which are likely to
significantly influence U.S. policy. One workshop will be held in Washington, D.C. in mid-September
during the Coast Week celebrations (and will involve national-level decisionmakers and interest groups),
the other will be held on October 31 to November 1 at the University of California, Berkeley, and will
involve members of the Ocean Govemance Study Group and Pacific coast decisionmakers and interest

groups.

The two workshops will focus on understanding the implications for U.S. ocean and coastal policy of
the very significant changes that have occurred in the last 30 years including such factors as the
environmental movement, the elevation of energy concems to national and intemational agendas, the
growth in the management capacity of coastal states, the passage and implementation of a dozen federal
coastal and ocean laws, the adoption of a wide range of global agreements on oceans and coasts.

The workshops will also identify important developments in ocean and coastal policy, and will examine
and analyze trends that are likely to influence national ocean and coastal policy in the future. Such trends
might include those due to demographic pressures on the coast, those derived from technological and
industry-driven innovations, changes in the intemational and domestic governance frameworks, changes
in ocean industries (e.g., growth in tourism worldwide), changes arising from the actions of
non-governmental organizations.

Short papers analyzing past changes and future trends are invited in the following categories:

1. PAST CHANGES: CHANGES IN —growth in demographic pressures on the coastal

FACTORS one

RELATED TO OR AFFECTING U.S. —increases in ocean uses and conflicts

OCEAN POLICY IN THE PAST THIRTY —socio-political changes in the general

YEARS population especially regarding the role of

women and minorities
Socio-political changes
—rise in the environmental movement Policy changes
et . —enactment and implementation of major

—proliferation of new interest groups on oceans environmental ent laws

T ),
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—enactment and implementation of a dozen major
federal laws on oceans and coasts

—emergence of energy use and energy supply as a
major national and global concern

—enactment and implementation of numerous
state-level laws and policies regarding coastal and
ocean space, resources, and uses

—establishment of the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone
in 1983 and subsequent failure to follow through
with a plan for EEZ governance, for priority-setting,
or for conflict resolution .

—experimentation with various forms of interstate
collaboration for regional ocean and coastal
management

Changes in scientific and management capacity and
in management approaches

—sgrowth in U.S. marine science and marine policy
capacity, including growth in education and
research programs in the ocean sciences, policy,
law, and management

—growth in the number of federal programs dealing
with oceans and coasts and in the capacity of federal
agencies to manage these resources

—growth in the capacity of coastal states and
territories to plan forand manage their coastal zones

-—changes in conceptual frameworks and
management approaches to ocean and coastal
resources, €.g.:

introduction of novel management concepts such

as optimum yield in fisheries management,
optimum sustainable population in marine
mammal management

growth in the application of market-based
approaches to resource management

emergence of concept of ecosystem management
and of watershed planning

—increased participation by a variety of stakeholders
(private sector, environmental interests, academia,
state and local govemments) in decisions about
ocean and coastal resources

—increased attention paid to the special rights and
issues associated with indigenous peoples in
resource management, particularly in the Pacific

K region

Continuing problems in ocean and coasth
policy despite many efforts

—continued conflicts and problems among
ocean and coastal interests and government
agencies and the absence of appropriate
institutional mechanisms for resolving
conflicts and providing an overall
ocean/coastal governance framework

—attendant increases in litigation and legal
action on ocean and coastal issues

—continued problems of resource depletion,
particularly in fisheries

—difficulties faced by major ocean industries
(offshore oil and gas, fisheries,
aquaculture), due, in part, to problems in
policy frameworks

—relative successes in managing point
sources of¥marine pollution, but growing
inability to affect nonpoint sources

—lack of recognition of the economic
importance of tourism and recreation, and
the dependence of tourism on clean water,
good coastal management practices, and
renourished beaches

—lack of consideration of the potential for sea
level rise and other climate-induced effects
in the coastal zone

—absence of a competitive port system, able
to handle and anticipate technological
changes taking place in the shipping
industry

roblems in the policy framework for the

_g.xploitaﬁon of hard mineral resources,

such as sand resources

—absence of a national approach to the
conservation of marine biodiversity and the
wise application of marine biotechnology

Internationally-driven changes

—major changes in the intemational legal and
policy framework for ocean governance
(e.g., Law of the Sea Convention, Earth
Summit, Agenda 21, Climate Change
Convention, Biological Diversity
Convention, Global Program of Action for
the Control of Land-Based Sources of
Marine Pollution, Agreement on Straddling

and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks, etc.) /




-~

—increased focus on global environmental issues
(such as biodiversity, climate change)

—adoption of the sustainable development
paradigm at the global level

ocean management as a central organizing

" framework in all the major intemational
agreements and prescriptions emanating from
the Earth Summit

—increased attention on needs of developing
nations; growth in North/South tensions

—reduction in East-West tensions and attendant
changes in the role of the U.S. Navy

—growth in regional economic blocs, and
emergence of important international trade
versus environment conflicts

2. FUTURE TRENDS: TRENDS LIKELY TO
AFFECT U.S. NATIONAL OCEAN
POLICY INTO THE NEXT CENTURY

Population pressures and resource depletion

—continued demographic influx in coastal areas
—global decline in fisheries
—community impacts of fisheries depletion

—depletion of biodiversity and need for increased
protection and management

—regulatory problems and environmental
problems in establishing aquaculture as a major
ocean use

—degradation of coastal waters due to nonpoint
sources of pollution

—continued loss of key coastal and marine
habitats

—enhanced methodologies for assessing
mgystem health and for restoring degraded
1tats

—adoption of the concept of integrated coastal and

\

—changes in shipping technology (e.g., fast ships)
and attendant restructuring of U.S. ports

—offshore oil industry— expansion of
development in deeper waters; problems of
platform dismantling; acoommodatmg to
state/community concerns

Industry- and technology-driven

—worldwide growth in tourism as the world’s
largest industry, attendant rise in coastal
tourism

—growth in marine biotechnology industry,
raising problems of access to marine organisms
in vagous ocean zones and equitable sharing of
benefits

Internationally-driven

—adoption of {ntegrated coastal and ocean
management as the major organizing
framework in many international agreements
(Agenda 21, Climate Change Convention,
Biodiversity Convention, plan to control
land-based sources of marine pollution,
international coral reef initiative, etc.)

—recognition of the effects of climate change,
especially sea level rise and increased erosion
in coastal areas and the possibility of increased
storm intensity and frequency of occurrence.

—increased attention to land-based sources of
marine pollution as a part of the 1995 global

program of action.

Driven by problems in the U.S. ocean and coastal
policy framework

—problems arising from the absence of a coherent
national framework for harmonizing
government (federal, state, local) actions, and
privatesectorac&onsinoceanand coastal areas

For more information, please contact Professors Biliana Cicin-Sain and Robert W. Knecht, Center for
the Study of Marine Policy, University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware 19716, Telephone (302)
k831-8086, Fax (302) 831-3668. In Washington, D.C. Telephone (202) 986-1548, Fax (202) 986-1549.
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The Ocean Governance Study Group

(The Ocean Governance Study Group (OGSG) was created in 1991 to re-examine the status of ocean governanceD
the United States and to develop management options for achieving responsible stewardship of our oceans and coasts.
The Study Group is composed of 31 ocean policy experts from around the country; is led by an eight-person Steering
Committee; and works in cooperation with ocean policy specialists in Congress, the Administration, state governments,
regional organizations, national interest groups representing industry and environmental concerns, international advisors,
and other interested individuals (The Ocean Governance Network).

The basic premise of the Study Group is that to achieve full benefits for the American public from its oceans and coasts
and to protect the choices of future generations, we must develop a new vision of ocean governance — a vision which
looks at our ocean as a whole and not solely at its discrete parts. As other nations around the world, the U.S. must move
toward more integrated, multi-purpose, and area-based management of its ocean and coasts. The emphasis of the Group
is on governance - the collective array of strategies, policies, and practices of national, state, and local governments,
non-governmental organizations, and the private sector to guide the use of ocean and coastal resources and space under
national jurisdiction, to the edge of the 200-mile Exclusive Economic Zone. .
In loose alliance, the scientists in the Study Group are involved in:

preparing analytical studies of current and past governance practice, implications of forthcoming trends, and
development of policy options;

monitoring developments in national and international ocean policy and disseminating such information to the Ocean
Governance Network;

convening workshops, conferences, and working groups to discuss issues in U.S. ocean policy;
publishing analytical studies and results of workshops, conferences, and working group discussions.

The objective of the Group is to produce practical policy recommendations in the near- and medium-term guided by
a long-range vision. The initial work program of the Study Group is outlined in its 1992 report Ocean Governance: A
New Vision,

The Ocean Governance Study Group invites policy makers, state and federal ocean and coastal managers, other
scientists, and business and environmental groups to join in the collective search for improved govemance of the nation’s
oceans and coasts.

The Ocean Governance Study Group is led by an eight-person Steering committee:
Biliana-Cicin-Sain and Robert W. Knecht, University of Delaware; -
David D. Caron and Harry N. Scheiber, University of California at Berkeley;
Jon M. Van Dyke and M. Casey Jarman, University of Hawaii;
Jack H. Archer and Richard Delaney, University of Massachuselts, Boston.

The Center for the Study of Marine Policy at the University of Delaware has served as the Secretariat of The Ocean
Govemance Study Group since its inception in 1991, with the financial support of the Delaware Sea Grant College
Program. The work of The Ocean Govemnance Study Group has been primarily supported by the institutions represented
on the Steering Committee, the following Sea Grant Programs: California, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Louisiana, Maine,

Massachusetts, Mississippi-Alabama, North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, and Washington, and NOAA’s
\ Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management. /

For Further Information

Please contact: Dr. Biliana Cicin-Sain, Professor and Co-Director, Center for the Study of Marine Policy, University
of Delaware, Newark, Delaware, 19716. Telephone: (302) 831-8086. Fax: (302) 831-3668. In Washington, D.C.:
Telephone:(202) 986-1548. Fax: (202) 986-1549.
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Members

Lew Alexander
University of Rhode Island

Lee Anderson
University of Delaware

Jack Archer
University of Massachusetts

John Briscoe
San Francisco, California

Richard Burroughs
University of Rhode Island

David D. Caron

University of California, Berkeley
Donna Christie

Florida State University

Biliana Cicin-Sain

University of Delaware

Donald Connors
Choate, Hall, and Stewart, Boston

Richard Delaney

University of Massachusetts

Tim Eichenberg

Center for Marine Conservation
Robert Friedheim

University of Southern California
Susan Hanna

Oregon State University

Tim Hennessey
University of Rhode Island

Marc Hershman
University of Washington
Richard Hildreth
University of Oregon

Laura Howorth
State of Florida

Jon Jacobson
University of Oregon

M. Casey Jarman
University of Hawaii

Lawrence Juda
University of Rhode Island

Lauriston King
University of Southern Mississippi

Robert W. Knecht
University of Delaware

Kem Lowry
University of Hawaii

Richard McLaughlin
University of Mississippi/Alabama

Edward Miles
University of Washington

Michael Orbach
Duke University

Harry N. Scheiber
University of California, Berkeley

Alison Rieser
University of Maine
Jon M. VanDyke  ©
University of Hawaii

Mike Wascom

Louisiana State University
Jim Wilkins

Louisisana State University

International Advisors

Ronald Barston
University of Wales, United Kingdom

Alastair Couper
World Maritime University, Sweden

Richard Kenchington
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Australia

Adalberto Vallega .-
University of Genoa, Italy, and
International Geographical Union

Eduardo Ferrero Costa
Peruvian Centre for International Studies, Lima, Peru

The Ocean Governance Network

The OGSG works with ocean policy specialists in
Congress, the Administration, state govemments,
regional organizations, national interest groups
representing industry and environmental concems,
international advisors, and other interested individuals in
identifying policy options on ways of improving
govemance of coastal and ocean resources in the United

- J
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The Ocean Governance Study Group

PUBLICATIONS

IMPLICATIONS OF ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE LAW OF THE SEA CONVENTION FOR
U.S. OCEAN GOVERNANCE

Edited by Biliana Cicin-Sain and Katherine A. Leccese (1995). This report presents summaries of the analyses presented
at the January 1995 Conference of the Ocean Governance Study Group heid at the University of Hawaii, Honolulu,
addressing issues related to implications of entry into force of the Law of the Sea, including the question of conforming
federal laws with the provisions of the Convention and how the actions of coastal states in their offshore zones may or
may not be consistent with the Convention.

The volume includes discussion of the following topics: The Law of the Sea Treaty and the United States: Reflections
Given the Small Likelihood of Ratification in 1995; The Case for Universal Acceptance and Implementation of the 1982
Convention on the Law of the Sea; The State Department Perspective on the Entry into Force of the Law of the Sea
Convention for Fisheries: Consolidating Gains and Enabling Future Progress; The Eaw of the Sea Convention as a
Comprehensive, Framework Convention for Sustainable Ocean Use; Protection of the Ocean Environment: Competing
Views of the Implementation Process; Implications of Ratification on U.S. Fisheries Management; The Draft Convention
on Straddling and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks-Concepts and Main Issues; At the Crossroads of UNCLOS and UNCED:
The United Nations Conference on Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks; Improving International
Management of Straddling and Highly Migratory Fish Stock; The Precautionary Principle and the Law of the Sea
Convention; The Division of America’s Offshore Zones as Between Nation and State; U.S. Claims to Maritime
Jurisdictions: Too Much or Not Enough; Present Status of Ocean Minerals Development, Seabed Mining Provisions
of the Law of the Sea; The Changing Political Context of Deep Seabed Mining; Hawaii’s Claim to Archipelagic Waters,
Ocean Governance Issues in the Territory of Guam: Conflict and Resolution; Sustainable Use of Marine and Coastal
Resources Under UNCLOS and UNCED; Initiating Integrated Coastal Area Management for Bulgaria’s Black Sea
Coast; Summary of the Discussion by the Group on Trade and the Environment; Marine Fisheries Management and Law
of the Sea: Summary of Discussion of Current Issues.

MOVING AHEAD ON OCEAN GOVERNANCE

Edited by Biliana Cicin-Sain and Lori L. Denno (1994) (two volumes). This report presents summaries of the analyses
presented at the April 1994 Conference of the Ocean Governance Study Group held at the University of Delaware, Lewes,
addressing issues related to sustainable development of the U.S. Ocean.

The volume includes discussion of the following topics: A Framework for a National Ocean Strategy; The Clinton
Administration’s View of Sustainable Development; NOAA’s Office of Sustainable Development and
Intergovernmental Affairs; Formulation of a National Ocean Strategy for the United States A Proposal for an Initiative
by the National Research Council; A Consensual Approach to a National Ocean Strategy, How Far Can It Go?; The
Precautionary Approach in International Agreements on the Marine Environment; Implications for U.S. Coastal States
of Potential U.S. Accession to the 1982 U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea; The New Economic World Order Pacific
Perspectives; Ocean Management Policies and the Shift of Power to Subnational Units Examples from the United States;
Privatization in Fisheries Lessons from Experiences in the U.S. and Canada; Non-point Source Pollution Top Down or
Bottom Up Controls; Integration and Implementation An Assessment of Article 6217 of the 1990 Coastal Zone Act
Re-authorization Amendments.

ISSUES IN OCEAN GOVERNANCE

Edited by Harry Scheiber and David Caron (1993). This report presents summaries of the analyses presented at the
January 1993 Conference of the Ocean Governance Study Group held at the University of California, Berkeley,
addressing issues related to the changing international context of ocean governance, governing ocean space,
intergovernmental relations in ocean governance, and case studies of multiple use conflicts.

The volume includes discussion of the following topics: A Framework for Multiple-Use Ocean Governance for the
Qnited States; Implications of the Earth Summit for Ocean Governance; International Influences on the Goals any
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Principles of National Ocean Governance; Initiatives Affecting Ocean Governance in the Arctic; Ocean Governance anm

(the North Sea; The Roles of Science in U.S. Marine Policy; Incidental Take and Commercial Fisheries Legislative and
Regulatory Interaction; Federalism and Offshore Oil; Marine Use Conflicts: The Case of Aquaculture; The Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary; Reflections on the Political Implications of Current Ocean Governance Discussions in the
U.S.: A Call To Action.

OCEAN GOVERNANCE: A NEW VISION

Edited by Biliana Cicin-Sain (1992). This initial report of the Ocean Governance Study Group makes a case for the
need for a fundamental re-examination of U.S. ocean policy, describes a number of problems and opportunities facing
U.S. ocean policy, sets forth a broad research agenda for ocean govemnance, and describes the scope, purposes and
ongoing work of the Ocean Governance Study Group.

The volume includes discussion of the following topics: Research Agenda on Ocean Governance; Implications of the
Earth Summit for Ocean and Coastal Governance; Subjective Principles for a Constitution for the U.S. Oceans; Learning
from Other Nations; Caveats on “Integration” in Ocean and Coastal Management; Free Trade and Ocean Governance.

SPECIAL ISSUES IN INTERNATIONAL JOURNALS

The work conducted by the Group is also published in the major journals in the field in cooperation with the Jjournal
Editors.

OCEAN DEVELOPMENT AND INTERNATIONAL LAW (1993)

Implications of the Earth Summit for Ocean and Coastal Governance, Biliana Cicin-Sgin and Robert W. Knecht (U. of
Delaware) g

Ocean Policy, Multi-Use Management and the Cumulative Impact of Piecemeal Change. The Case of the United States
Outer Continental Shelf, Lawrence Juda (U. of Rhode Island)

Towards an Arctic Environmental Regime, David Caron (U. of California at Berkeley)

U.S. Coastal States and the International Law of the Sea A Commentary, Jon L. Jacobson (U. of Oregon)
OCEAN AND COASTAL MANAGEMENT (1994) Special Issue Edited By Kem Lowry

Federalism and Offshore Oil, Charles Lester (U. of Colorado)

Controversies in Ocean Governance: Dredging in Oakland Harbor, Robert Kagan (U. of California at Berkeley)

Implications of the Trade-Environment Controversy, Richard McLaughlin (U. of Mississippi)

International Aspects of Coastal Zone Management, Ronald Barston (London School of Economics)

COASTAL MANAGEMENT (1994)

Congress, Reform, and Oceans Policy, Joan Bondareff (U.S. Congress)
The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary: A Model for Ocean Management, James-Rote (NOAA)

Governance and Adaptive Management for Estuarine Ecosystems: The Case of Chesapeake Bay,” Tim Hennessey (U.
of Rhode Island)

Essay: Emerging International Goals and principles and Their Influence on National Ocean Governance, Robert W.
Knecht (U. of Delaware)

The Role of Science in U.S. Marine Policy: A Review Essay, Richard Hildreth (U. of Oregon)

Essay: A National Ocean Governance Strategy in the United States is Needed Now, Biliana Cicin-Sain (U. of Delaware)
OCEAN AND COASTAL MANAGEMENT (1996, 1997)

The Rio Principles and Our Responsibilites of Ocean Stewardship, Jon Van Dyke (U. of Hawaii)

Ocean Management in the U.S.: The Growing Power of Subnational Units, Marc Hershman (U. of Washington)

Ocean Management by Coastal States: The Oregon Case,” Robert Bailey (State of Oregon)

Qeforming the Offshore Oil and Gas Program,” Charles Lester (U. of Colorado)

y
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THE STRATTON ROUNDTABLE

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON PARTICIPANTS
OF THE STRATTON ROUNDTABLE

Lewis M. Alexander is Emeritus Professor of
Geography and Marine Affairs at the University of
Rhode Idland. He founded the Geography
Department at Rhode Island in 1960; this was later
transformed into the Department of Marine Affairs.
He aso established the Law of the Sea Institute, and
then served as Director of the Center for Ocean
Management Studies. In 1968-69, Professor
Alexander was Deputy Director of the Stratton
Commission, and helater served for threeyearsasthe
Geographer of the State Department. Heisthe author
of anumber of books, monographs and articles.

Jack H. Archer isaprofessor inthe Environmental,
Coastal and Ocean Sciences Department at the
University of Massachusetts, Boston. He is also an
adjunct professor at the Vermont Law School. He
holdsaJD fromthe University of California, Hastings
School of Law and a LI.M from the University of
Washington. Previously, he served on the staff of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee in the
U.S. House of Representatives and the NOAA Office
of the General Counsel. He is the author of many
publications, including a major book on the public
trust doctrine.

Stephanie Bailenson is a coral reef ecologist
currently serving asaKnauss SeaGrant Fellow onthe
U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Oceans and Fisheries.
Prior to receiving thefellowship, Ms. Bailenson spent
3-1/2 years|ooking at the impacts of sewage outfalls
in coral reef and coastal aress.

Dr. James Baker is Administrator of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
and Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere at
the U.S. Department of Commerce. In this position,
he is responsible for the National Weather Service;
the National Environmental Satellite Data and
Information Service; the National Marine Fisheries
Service; the National Ocean Service; and NOAA's
Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research. He
serves as the United States Commissioner to the
International Whaling Commission. Heisthe author
of the book Planet Earth—The View from Space,
published by Harvard University Pressin 1990, and
he has written more than 80 articles on climate,
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oceanography, and space technology issues. Heis a
fellow of the American Meteorol ogical Society and of
the American Association for the Advancement of
Science. He has served on numerous advisory
committees for the Administration, the National
Academy of Sciences, and various international
bodies.

Daniel J. Basta is founder and currently the Chief
of NOAA'’s Strategic Environmental Assessments
(SEA) Division. Creating the conceptsand programs
of the SEA Division and helping them grow and
evolvehasbeentheprimary focusof Dan’s17 yearsat
NOAA. Dan's experience prior to joining NOAA
includes positions at Resources for the Future in
Washington, DC, the Environmental Studies Board
of the National Academy of Sciences, and Johns
Hopkins University. Before returning to graduate
school to focus on environmental/natural resource
management, Dan worked as an engineer in the
aerospace industry. Dan has a BS in Industria
Engineering from Hofstra University ('69) and an
MSin engineering and policy sciencesfrom the State
University of New York at Stony Brook (' 75).

CharlesA. Bookman iscurrently aVisiting Fellow
and project manager at the H. John Heinz 111 Center
for Science, Economics and the Environment.
Previously, he was Director of the Marine Board of
theNational Research Council. Mr. Bookman holdsa
master’ s degreein marine affairsfrom the University
of Rhode Idand, and a bachelor's degree from
ColumbiaUniversity. Heisan affiliatemember of the
Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers,
and a member and past director of the Marine
Technology Society.

Jack Botzum has been the senior editor of Nautilus
Press for the past thirty or so years and has provided
the ocean and coastal community with timely
information an all aspects of national ocean and
coastal policy in such newsletters as Ocean Science
News and Coastal Zone Management.
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Biliana Cicin-Sain is Professor of Marine Policy in
the Graduate College of Marine Studies at the
University of Delaware where she also holds joint
appointments in the Department of Political Science
and in the School of Urban Affairs and Public Policy.
Professor Cicin-Sain serves as Co-Director of the
Center for the Study of Marine Policy and as Editor-in-
Chief of Ocean and Coastal Management, an
international journal devoted to the analysis of al
aspects of ocean and coastal management. She chairs
the Secretariat of the Ocean Governance Study Group
and has written many articles and books on integrated
coastal and ocean management. Among her many
advisory positions, she is a member of the Marine
Board and past member of the Ocean Studies Board,
National Research Council, member of the Department
of Interior's Scientific Committee on the Outer
Continental Shelf and a consultant to the United
Nations and the World Bank. She completed aPhD. in
Political Science at UCLA and was a postdoctoral
fellow at Harvard University.

Penelope (Penny) D. Dalton isaProfessional Staff
Member for the Senate Oceans and Fisheries
Subcommittee. Dalton, who advises Commerce
Committee Democrats on oceans and atmospheric
issues, staffed the Sustainable Fisheries Act, an
update of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. Besides the fisheries legidation,
Daton worked on a successful Coast Guard
reauthorization. Duringthe 105" Congress, Datonis
monitoring the implementation of the Sustainable
Fishery Act and the Coast Guard reauthorization.
Daton has worked on a range of successful
legidlation since she joined the panel staff in 1987.
She cameto the panel from her post at the University
of Maryland where she was responsible for
identifying long term university goals related to
estuarine and marine resources. Dalton also served
twoyearsinthe Peace Corpsin Kenya. Penny holdsa
BS (cumlaude) from Dickinson College and attended
the Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric
Science, University of Miami and the University of
Maryland Chesapeake Biological Laboratory.

Richard Delaney is the Director of the Urban
Harbors Institute. The Institute was founded in 1989
at the University of Massachusetts, Boston. It is a
public policy and scientific research institute
dedicated to public service, research and education.
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The Institute conducts multidisciplinary research on
urban harbor planning issues ranging from water
quality and coastal resource protection to harbor
management and port planning. Previously, Mr.
Delaney served as President of the Coastal States
Organization and as Director of the Massachusetts
coastal zone management program.

Sylvia Earle is known around the world as a
distinguished oceanographer, marine biologist,
author, lecturer, and scientific consultant. Dr. Earleis
currently the “voice for the oceans’ for SeaWeb, the
co-founder and Director of Deep Ocean Engineering,
Inc., Chairman of Deep Ocean Exploration and
Research, and a Research Associate at the
Smithsonian Institution. Formerly Chief Scientist of
the National Oceanic and  Atmospheric
Administration, she presently serves on the board of
Dresser Industries, Inc., Oryx Energy, Inc., and
various non-profit organizationsincluding the World
Resources Institute, the Center for Marine
Conservation, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the World Wildlife Fund, the Woods Hole
Oceanographic Ingtitution, and the Divers Alert
Network. Dr. Earle holds a B.S. from Florida State
University and an M.A. and Ph.D. from Duke
University and has eight honorary doctorates. The
author of more than 100 scientific, technical and
popular publications (including the 1995 book Sea
Change, published by G.P. Putnam Sons), and the
mother of three grown children, SylviaEarlelivesin
Oakland, Cdlifornia and oceans everywhere.

Tim EichenbergisProgram Counsel for the Center
for Marine Conservation in Washington D.C. and co-
chairs the Clean Water Network, a coalition of more
than 1000 organizations working to reauthorize the
Clean Water Act. Priortocomingto CMC, heserved
as Lega Counsd to the California Coastal
Commission, and Staff Counsel at the Marine Law
Institute at the University of Maine School of Law.
He has taught environmental law, coastal law, and
federal wildlife law at the University of Maine and
Golden Gate University Law Schools, and has
lectured on the Clean Water Act at the Environmental
Law Ingtitute, the Washington College of Law at
American University, and the Graduate College of
Marine Studiesat the University of Delaware. Hewas
aPost-Doctora FellowinMarinePolicy at theWoods
Hole Oceanographic Institution, is a graduate of the
Washington University School of Law and Earlham
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College, and isamember of the Bar in Californiaand
the District of Columbia.

Nancy Foster, Ph.D., was recently appointed the
Assistant Administrator for Ocean Services and
Coastal ZoneManagement. Prior tothat sheservedas
the Deputy Assistant Administrator for the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce. She also served as the
Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries from
January through October 1993. She began her career
with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration in 1977, first with the Office of
Research and Development, followed by 9 years as
the Deputy Director then Director of the National
Marine Sanctuary Program and the National
Estuarine Research Reserve Program. Most recently,
Dr. Foster’s focus at the National Marine Fisheries
Service has been on the successful completion of the
first comprehensive eval uation and reorgani zation of
the agency since 1972. Her conservation
accomplishments were recognized by award of the
Department of Commerce Bronze Medal (1991) for
outstanding contributions in advancing NOAA'’s
mission through the establishment of the NOAA
Restoration Center and two Department of
Commerce Bronze Medals (1992). In 1993, she
received the highest wards of the Department of
Commerce—the Gold Meda—for leadership in
providing stewardship of the Nation’s living marine
resources while Director of the NMFS Office of
Protected Species.

Susan Garbini is currently a Senior Staff Officer
with the Marine Board at the Nationa Research
Council (NRC) in Washington, D.C. A policy
analyst, historian, and writer, Ms. Garbini joined the
Marine Board in 1989, and has directed studies on
diverse technical and scientific subjects including
marine and ocean technology and policy, resource
development, environmental protection, and coastal
management. Prior to joining the Marine Board, Ms.
Garbini was employed on a consulting basis by the
World Resources|nstitute, the Carnegie I nstitution of
Washington, and for the Office of Energy and Marine
Geology at the U.S. Geological Survey as a science
writer and editor and policy analyst on projects
involving natural resources issues. Ms. Garbini was
coordinator of the Secretariat to the Office of
International Nuclear Programs at the Department of
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Energy (DOE) and worked for Roy F. Weston, Inc. as
a Senior Policy Analyst on the Technical Support
Teamto DOE’ s Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management. Ms. Garbini hasaB.A. in History from
the University of California, Berkeley; an M.A. in
History of Science and Technology from the
University of Cdifornia, Davis, and a Master of
Philosophy degree in Public Policy (Science and
Natural Resources Palicy) from George Washington
University in Washington, D.C.

Mary Hope Katsouros is currently Senior Fellow
and VicePresident for Programs at the H. John Heinz
1l Center for Science, Economics and the
Environment. Previoudly, she served for many years
as the Director of the Ocean Studies Board, National
Academy of Sciences, National Research Council. In
1995 the National Academy of Sciences awarded her
an internal grant to study the role of ecosystem
management in developing sustainable marine
fisheries. She hasdirected the publication of over 45
National Research Council papers and studies on
ocean and coastal resource issues. Positions held
include advisor to the Department of Statefor Law of
the Sea issues, and U.S. delegate to the Third U.N.
Law of the Sea Conference. Ms. Katsouros received
her BA from the George Washington University and
her JD from the Georgetown University Center of
Law. In 1996, the American Geophysical Union
recognized her contributions to the Ocean Sciences
with its prestigious Ocean Sciences Award.

Thomas R. Kitsosis currently Special Assistant to
the Assistant Secretary for Lands and Mineras
Management, U.S. Department of the Interior. For
many years Dr. Kitsos was the Chief Professional
Staff Member at the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee and played amajor role in the enactment
and revision of major Federal ocean and coastal laws
in the 70s and 80s. He holds a Ph.D in political
science from the University of Colorado.

John A. Knauss is a former Dean of School of
Oceanography at the University of Rhodelsland. He
served as a member of the Stratton Commission,
chairing the panel on environmental monitoring,
management and development of the coastal zone.
He served as NOAA Administrator and is currently
working on a book about the role of technology in
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ocean policy, dividing histime between Californiaand
Rhode Island.

Rabert W. Knecht is Professor of Marine Policy in
the Graduate College of Marine Studies at the
University of Delaware. Heisalso Co-Director of the
Center for the Study of Marine Policy and holdsjoint
appointments in the School of Urban Affairs and
Public Policy and in the Department of Political
Science. From 1972 to 1980, as NOAA Assistant
Administrator for Coastal Zone Management, he
directed the initial implementation of the Federa
Coastal Zone Management Program. He haswritten
many articles on national ocean policy.

Samuel A. Lawrence served as the Stratton
Commission’s Executive Director. He came to the
Commission from the U.S. Bureau of the Budget,
where he had staff responsibilities in reference to
maritime, economic development, and atmospheric
science matters.  He subsequently served as
Administrative Vice President, Cornell University,
and as NOAA's Assistant Administrator for
Management and Budget (1979-84). Currently heis
an administrative officer a the University of
Maryland, College Park. Dr. Lawrence has written
two books on U.S. merchant shipping policies and
holdsa Ph.D. in political science.

ChrisMannisaMinority L egidlative Staff member
for the House Committee on Resources. He holds a
B.S. from the University of Illinois and has attended
the Graduate School of Oceanography at the
University of Rhode Idand. He was awarded the
Dean John A. Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship in
1990.

Anthony MacDonald currently serves as the
Executive Director of the Coastal States Organization
(CS0O) in Washington, DC. Since 1970, CSO has
represented the interests of Governors of the coastal
and Great Lakes states, and US Territories and
Commonwedths on matters relating to coasta
resource management, development and protection.
Prior to joining CSO, Tony was the Special Counsel
and Director of Environmental Affairs for the
American Association of Port Authorities, where
among his other responsibilities he served as a
delegatefor theInternational Association of Portsand
Harbors to the London Convention on Dumping at
Sea. His other professional experience includes red
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estate and environmental litigation in Washington,
DC and New York City, and the Washington
legidlative representative for the Mayor of the City of
New York. Mr. MacDonad is a graduate of
Middlebury College in Vermont and the Fordham
University School of Law in New York City.

Roger McManusisthe President, Chief Executive
and Chief Operating officer of the Center for Marine
Conservation (CMC) in Washington, DC, a position
he has held since 1984. CMC is a private, marine
conservation and education charity which conducts a
variety of programsfor conserving coastal and marine
habitats, preventing marine pollution, managing
fisheries, protecting endangered species and other
marine life, and educating citizens and students. Mr.
McManus previousy served as Vice President for
Programs and as Endangered Species Program
Coordinator at CMC. Prior to hiswork at CMC, he
held positions with the Council on Environmental
Quality, the Endangered Species Scientific
Authority, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Mr.
McManus is a graduate of the University of Arizona
and Northern Arizona University.

Barbara Jeanne Polo is the Political Director of
American Oceans Campaign, and Director of its
Washington DC office. AOC isanational nonprofit
organization dedicated to protecting and restoring
coastal and marine ecosystems through policy
advocacy, public awareness building and local
actions. AOC's efforts are focused on improving
coastal and ocean water quality and sustaining
healthy fish populations. Prior to joining AOC in
1996, Ms. Polo worked as an environmentd
protection specialist in the Wetlands Division of the
Environmental Protection Agency; as professional
legidative staff for the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee in the House of Representatives
under Chairmen Gerry Studds and Walter Jones; and
as a research assistant for the Institute for
Environmental Negotiation. Shewasawarded aDean
John A. Knauss Marine Policy Legidative
Fellowship in 1992. She earned a Master of Urban
and Environmental Planning degree from the
University of Virginia.

John Rayfield is legidative staff for the House
Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife,
and Oceans. He has been centrally involved with the
1998 Oceans Act.
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Jacqueline Savitz is the Executive Director of the
Coast Alliance, an organization that workds with an
Alliance of over 300 groups around the country to
protect the coasts from pollution and devel opment.
Issues of interest to the Coast Alliance include
nonpoint source pollution, clean-up and prevention of
contaminated sediments, and  discouraging
development of sensitive coastal areasthat are prone
to flooding and storm damage. Prior to her position
with Coast Alliance, Jacqueline worked as an
environmental policy analyst with the Environmental
Working Group in Washington, DC. There her focus
wason the public health effects of water pollution and
ar pollution. Jacqueline first worked as an
environmental advocate with the Chesapeake Bay
Foundation, in Annapolis, Maryland, where she
served for nearly five years as an environmental
scientist, focusing on toxic contamination issues.
Jacqueline earned her master’s degree in
environmental science with emphasis in toxicology
from the University of Maryland. She earned her
bachel or’ sdegreein marine science and biology from
the University of Miami, in Florida.

Dan Sayre is Editor-in-Chief of Idand Press, a
leading publisher of books about the environment for
professionals, students, and general readers. Prior to
joining Island Press, he spent eleven years with John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., most recently as senior editor
for environmental engineering, design and
management. He received his BA in History from
Y ale University.

Harry N. Scheiber is the Stefan Riesenfeld
Professor of Law and History inthe Boalt Hall School
of Law, University of California, Berkeley. Heholds
aB.A. from Columbia and M.A. and Ph.D. degrees
from Cornell. His writing on the history of ocean
resources includes works on the relationship of
scientific developmentsto management, on fisheries,
and on the policy processin domestic management in
Pacific Rim cooperation andrivalries. Heisamember
of the steering committee of the Ocean Governance
Study Group.

Robert Stewart is President of the National Ocean
Industries Association. He joined the association in
1987 to direct its government affairs program. He
held the positions of Vice President and Executive
VicePresident beforeassuming hiscurrent positionin
1990. NOIA is the only national trade association
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representing all segments of the offshore industry
with an interest in the exploration and production of
hydrocarbon resources on the nation’s Outer
Continental Shelf. Mr. Stewart began hiscareer inthe
petroleum industry as a regiona attorney with
responsibilitiesfor aseven state petroleum marketing
region. He served in the United States Air Forceasa
Staff Judge Advocate, leaving the military in 1964
with the rank of Captain. He holds abachelor of arts
degree from the University of lowa and Juris Doctor
from the university’s college of law.

Carolyn A. Thoroughgood received her Bachelor
of Science degree (1965) from the University of
Delaware and her Master's (1966) and Daoctor of
Philosophy (1968) degrees from the University of
Maryland. Dr. Thoroughgood has been Dean of the
Graduate College of Marine Studies and Director of
the Delaware Sea Grant College Program, University
of Delaware, since 1985. Prior to her appointment as
Dean, sheserved as Acting Dean and Associate Dean.
She was Executive Director of the Delaware Sea
Grant College Program, September 1978 - August
1984 and Associate Director for Planning and
Operations, September 1976 - August 1978. Shealso
served as the Director, Marine Advisory Service,
Delaware Sea Grant College Program. Dr.
Thoroughgood’ sresearch interests arein the fields of
nutritional biochemistry and seafood science and
technology. She has published broadly in both
scientific journals and general audience literature.
She is an active member of severa professional
societies and organizations and serves on numerous
University councils and committees. Sheislistedin
the American Men and Women of Science and is a
member of SigmaXi and Omicron Nu. Her serviceto
the national marine community often requires
congressional testimony and staff assistance to key
legidlative committees.

John R. Twiss, Jr., Executive Director of the
Marine Mammal Commission since 1974, came to
the Commission from the National Science
Foundation. There he worked in the polar regions,
served as senior NSF Representative aboard the
Eltanin on Southern Ocean research cruises, and
helped establish the International Decade of Ocean
Exploration program. In the late 60s, he was Vice
President of EPC Laboratories, manufacturers of
seismic profiling equipment and other oceanographic
instruments. A graduate of Yale, he is Chairman of
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the Board of the Student Conservation Association
and serves on anumber of other boards.

Eli Weissman received his B.S. in Environmental
Studies from the University of Vermont in 1994,
certification in Environmental Management from the
University of Washington's Graduate School of
Businessin 1996, and M.M.A.inMarine Affairsfrom
the University of Washingtonin 1997. Mr. Weissman
is currently a National Sea Grant Fellow working on
marine and environmental issues for Congressman
Frank Pallone of New Jersey.

Edward Wenk, Jr. served as Director of the National
Council on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development, the Vice-Presidential level ocean
council set up under the Marine Resources and
Engineering Development Act of 1966. Inthisposition
Dr. Wenk played a key role in promoting
comprehensive national ocean policy. A long time
professor at the University of Washington, he is the
author of The Palitics of the Ocean (1972) which
chronicles the political dynamics present in the late
1960s and the interplay between the White House,
Congress, and ocean interests during that time.
Professor Wenk has written a number of books and
other works on the future of the oceans.

Stanley Wilson received his Ph D from the Johns
Hopkins University in 1972 and since then has served
in three different federal agencies: first in ONR as
Program Manager for Physical Oceanography, then
in NASA as Head of the Oceans Program, and finally
in NOAA—initialy as Assistant Administrator for
theNational Ocean Servicefrom 1992 until 1997, and
most recently as Deputy Chief Scientist. Dr. Wilson
was responsible for initiating the development of US
planning for the Y ear of the Ocean.

Robert White was a member of the Stratton
Commission and Chair of the panel on marine
science. He subsequently becamethe President of the
National Academy of Engineering, National
Research Council. He is currently President of the
Washington Advisory Group, LLC, a science,
technology and enterprise consulting firm, and is a
Senior Fellow at the University Corporation for
Atmospheric Research and at the H. John Heinz 111
Center for Science, Economics and the Environment.
Dr. White was the Carl T. Compton Lecturer at the
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology for the 1995-
1996 academic year, and President of the National
Academy of Engineering from 1983 until his
retirement in June 1995. Dr. White established one of
the first corporations devoted to environmental
scienceand servicesand served under five presidents,
from 1963 to 1977, first as Chief of the Weather
Bureau, and finaly as the first Administrator of
NOAA in 1970. Dr. White holds a BA in geology
from Harvard University and M.S. and Sc.D. degrees
in meteorology from the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. He holds honorary degrees from many
universitiesandisaamember of the French L egion of
Honor and Academies of Engineering in Japan and
Austraia

Sally Yozell is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Oceans and Atmosphere of the Department of
Commerce’'s National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA). As NOAA's Deputy
Assistant Secretary, sheisaprincipal policy advisor
on matters concerning marine fishery management,
environmental research and coastal ecosystem
conservation. She participates in the development of
the $2 billion annual budget for NOAA. Ms. Yozell
joined NOAA in September 1993 where she served as
Director of Legidative Affairs until 1996. She
worked previously inthe office of Senator John Kerry
where she was Deputy Legisative Director and
environmental Legidative Speciaist. She earned a
Bachelor of Arts in Political Science from the
University of Vermont and a Master's degree in
Public Administration from Harvard University’s
John F. Kennedy School of Government.
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